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PUBLISHERS’ NOTE 


Sri Ramanuja laid down six great 
commandments. Of them, the first commandment is 
that every Srivaisnava shall read and propagate the 
Sribhasya. 

On the face of it, it may look rather odd for 
someone to direct his disciples to read his own work, 
rather than directing them to read the works of his 
predecessors and preceptors. 


But it is not for nothing that Ramanuja_ issued 
such a commandment. First, it is not of his volition 
that Ramanuja composed the bhdsya. He wrote it 
only to fulfil the wish of Yamuna, who desired that 
the Brahmasdatra-s of Veda Vyasa, be commented 
upon and projected in their proper light, so that people 
could know the true inner spirit of the Upanisad-s. 
Only then they could adopt the proper means to mukti. 


Hence Ramanuja recommended the study of 
Sribhasya, not because it is his work, but because it 
is the true guiding light to the aspirant, for liberation. 


But how far his commandment is followed today, 
is a big question. It is certainly not because of any 
apathy or even unwillingness on the part of the 
present day people to the study of Sribhasya today. 
It is in fact a matter of great solace that people still 
feel the need to take to the study of great old 
treasures like the Sribhasya. But unfortunately, they 
are greatly handicapped, because of their lack of 
knowledge of Sanskrit. 


While we pray to the Almighty and also 
endeavour, in what little way we could through our 
centre, to promote the study of Sanskrit and also 
specialised subjects in it like Nyaya, Vyakarana and 
Mimaémsé we also try to bring out treasures from 
great works like the Sribhasya in other languages, 
especially in Tamil and English in order to cater to 
the need of people, who lack a knowledge of Sanskrit 
but have a heart, nay, a burning desire to learn 
classics like the Sribhasya. 


With that in mind, we are now publishing the 
work “Gleanings from the Sribhasya”, which is an 
attempt to present the cardinal tenets of the Ramanuja 
school, based on a study of the Sribhdsya. 


The work originally formed the Doctoral Thesis 
of the author, approved by the University of Madras. 


We now feel glad to bring it out as our 
publication, seeing its merit, and also in accordance 
with our commitment to encourage young scholars to 
do research in Visistadvaita. 


We hope that our readers will receive it well 
and encourage us to bring out more such publications 
eae ae ; 
and serve the cause of Visistadvaita. 


S.V.S. RAGHAVAN 


Chairman 
Visistadvaita Research Centre 
Madras. 


PREFACE 


The Philosophy of Ramdnuja marks in a way a 
resurrection of the Upanishadic teachings, after the advent 
of the Idealistic and the other schools. 


In fact, immediately after the establishment of the 
Advaita by Sankara, serious and vehement attempts were 
made by philosophers like Bhdskara to dislodge it from 
the place of importance it assumed. But such attempts 
could not succeed because the alternate philosophies 
offered were either equally unsatisfactory or still worse. 
Their failure perhaps enhanced the prestige of Advaita 
more. 


It ultimately took a Ramdnuja to check the spread 
of this idealistic theory, question its validity on the basis 
of both logical reasoning and scriptural exegesis and offer 
a concrete alternate philosophy that meets the demands of 
the head and the heart, at once. And his philosophy has 
not only come to stay, but also has spearheaded the 
birth of numerous other schools, that seek to establish the 
supremacy of God and the reality of the world. 


Being such a great school, it is but natural that the 
school of Ramanuja has been studied in detail and given 
systematic exposition by great scholars like Prof. 
S.S.Raghavachar, P.N. Srinivasachari and others. 


Nevertheless, a clear presentation of the basic 
philosophical position of the Ram&nuja school, based on a 
study of his Sribhasva, in contradistinction to the views of 
rival schools, as presented in the Sribhasya, remained 
much of a desideratum. 


In addition, there were also attempts, of late, not 
only to offer defence against the attacks by Sribhasya on 
Advaita, but even to criticize the Sribhasya. 


Such works have received befitting replies from 
great stalwarts like Uttamir Veeraraghavacarya, 
D.T.Tatacarya, et. al. | 


But what is of importance to us is that a study of 
some of the criticisms shows that there is either a general 
lack of understanding or an unwillingness to understand 
Raémanuyja in his true spirit. 


Hence an attempt is now made in this work to 
present the basic philosophical position of RAamanuja, as 
could be gleaned from his Sribhasya. 


It is nothing but sheer grace of God that made it 
possible for me to learn the Sribhasya at the lotus feet of 
the late Sri.U.Ve. Velukkudi Varadadcarya Swamy, an 
unparalleled exponent of the philosophy of Raménuja, in 
recent times. In fact, his stimulating lectures on the 
Sribhdsya were one of the predominant causes in 
inspiring me to take up a study of the Sribhdsya, for my 
Doctoral thesis. 


Subsequently I had the good fortune of learning the 
Sribhdsya along with its commentary, the Srutaprakasika 
at the lotus feet of His Holiness, the present (45th) Pontiff 
of the Ahobila Mutt (while His Holiness was in his 
purvasrama) and also under  Sri.U.Ve.Purisai 
Krisnamacarya Swamy and Sri U.Ve.Chetlur 
Srivatsankacarya Swamy. 

My present study under Sri U.Ve.P.M. Cakravarty 
Acarya Swamy, a peerless master in Nydya and Veddnta 
has also been of immense help in a more thorough 
understanding of the Ramanuja school and in my revising 
some of the portions of my thesis. 


I pay my homage and reverential prostrations to all 
these illustrious Acdrya-s. 


The present work originally formed the thesis for 
my Doctoral Degree, approved by the University of 
Madras. 


The thesis was prepared under the general guidance 
of Dr.N.Veezhinathan, Professor and Head, Department of 
Sanskrit, University of Madras. I thank him for the 
broad plan he suygested and also for his valuable 
criticisms. 

I was greatly benefited by the writings of numerous 
authors, but it is impossible for me to name them all. 


I am extremely beholden to my esteemed guru 
Prof. M. Narasimhachary, Head of the Department of 
Vaishnavism, University of Madras for his invaluable 
suggestions and for his kind Foreword. 


My good friends Sri. C. Raghavan and 
Dr. N. Sujata and my wife Smt. S.Ushé were of 
immense help during the preparation of the thesis. I am 
ever indebted to them. 


I am greatly indebted to Prof. Anantan, Prof. of 
English, R.K.M. Vivekananda College, who went through 
the entire manuscript and offered invaluable suggestions. 


I am also immensely thankful to 
Dr. M.A.Venkatakrishnan, Reader, Department of 
Vaishnavism, University of Madras, who helped me in 
numerous ways during the publication of this work. 


In spite of all these, but for the efforts of Prof. 
K.V.Varadarajan, Prof. of Economics, R.K.M. 
Vivekananda College it would not at all have been 
possible to publish the work. Being the son of Sri. U.Ve. 
_ Karapahgadu Venkataécarya Swamy my guru’s guru, he 
was very keen to see that the work on Sribhasya is 
published at the earliest. | pray to God for his and his 
family’s oe 


IV 


1 am extremely thankful to Sri $.V.S. Raghavan, 
Chairman, Visistadvaita Research Centre, for undertaking 
this publication. 


I am also extremely thankful to Sti 
U.Ve.A.Krishnamachary of Sri Vaishnava Sri for giving 
free access to his computer at any time I wanted. 


My cousin Sti. $.Ramesh and my good friend Sn. 
P.T. Srinivasan, were of immense help during the 
preparation of the thesis. I record my deep sense of 
gratitude to them. 
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PUBLISHERS’ NOTE 


Sri RAmanuja laid down six great 
commandments. Of them, the first commandment is 
that every Srivaisnava shall read and propagate the 
Sribhasya. 

On the face of it, it may look rather odd for 
someone to direct his disciples to read his own work, 
rather than directing them to read the works of his 
predecessors and preceptors. 


But it is not for nothing that Ramanuja issued 
such a commandment. First, it is not of his volition 
that Ramanuja composed the bhdsya. He wrote it 
only to fulfil the wish of Yamuna, who desired that 
the Brahmasdtra-s of Veda Vyasa, be commented 
upon and projected in their proper light, so that people 
could know the true inner spirit of the Upanisad-s. 
Only then they could adopt the proper means to mukt. 


Hence Ramanuja recommended the study of 
Sribhasya, not because it is his work, but because it 
is the true guiding light to the aspirant, for liberation. 


But how far his commandment is followed today, 
is a big question. It is certainly not because of any 
apathy or even unwillingness on the part of the 
present day people to the study of SribhAsya today. 
It is in fact a matter of great solace that people still 
feel the need to take to the study of great old 
treasures like the Sribhadsya. But unfortunately, they 
are greatly handicapped, because of their lack of 
knowledge of Sanskrit. 


While we pray to the Almighty and also 
endeavour, in what little way we could through our 
centre, to promote the study of Sanskrit and also 
specialised subjects in it like Nyaya, Vyakarana and 
Mimémsa we also try to bring out treasures from 
great works like the Sribhasya in other languages, 
especially in Tamil and English in order to cater to 
.the need of people, who lack a knowledge of Sanskrit 
but have a heart, nay, a burning desire to learn 
classics like the Sribhdsya. 


With that in mind, we are now publishing the 
work “Gleanings from the Sribhasya”, which is an 
attempt to present the cardinal tenets of the Ramanuja 
school, based on a study of the Sribhdsya. 


The work originally formed the Doctoral Thesis 
of the author, approved by the University of Madras. 


We now feel glad to bring it out as our 
publication, seeing its merit, and also in accordance 
with our commitment to encourage young scholars to 
do research in Visistadvaita. 


We hope that our readers will receive it well 
and encourage us to bring out more such publications 
nr P 
and serve the cause of Visistddvaita. 


$.V.S. RAGHAVAN 


Chairman 
Visistadvaita Research Centre 
Madras. 


PREFACE 


The Philosophy of Ramanuja marks in a way a 
resurrection of the Upanishadic teachings, after the advent 
of the Idealistic and the other schools. 


In fact, immediately after the establishment of the 
Advaita by Satikara, serious and vehement attempts were 
made by philosophers like Bhdskara to dislodge it from 
the place of importance it assumed. But such attempts 
could not succeed because the alternate philosophies 
offered were either equally unsatisfactory or still worse. 
Their failure perhaps enhanced the prestige of Advaita 
more. 


It ultimately took a Ramanuja to check the spread 
of this idealistic theory, question its validity on the basis 
of both logical reasoning and scriptural exegesis and offer 
a concrete alternate philosophy that meets the demands of 
the head and the heart, at once. And his philosophy has 
not only come to stay, but also has spearheaded the 
birth of numerous other schools, that seek to establish the 
supremacy of God and the reality of the world. 


Being such a great school, it is but natural that the 
school of Ramanuja has been studied in detail and given 
systematic exposition by great scholars like Prof. 
S.S.Raghavachar, P.N. Srinivasachari and others. 


Nevertheless, a clear presentation of the basic 
philosophical position of the Ramanuja school, based on a 
study of his Sribhasya, in contradistinction to the views of 
rival schools, as presented in the Sribhasya, remained 
much of a desideratum. 


In addition, there were also attempts, of late, not 
only to offer defence against the attacks by Sribhasya on 
Advaita, but even to criticize the Sribhasya. 


Such works have received befitting replies from 
great stalwarts like Uttamfir Veeraraghavacarya, 
D.T.Tataearya, et. al. | 


But what is of importance to us is that a study of 
some of the criticisms shows that there is either a general 
lack of understanding or an unwillingness to understand 
Raménuja in his true spirit. 


Hence an attempt is now made in this work to 
present the basic philosophical position of R&améanuja, as 
could be gleaned from his Sribhasya. 


It is nothing but sheer grace of God that made it 
possible for me to learn the Sribhasya at the lotus feet of 
the late SriU.Ve.Velukkudi Varadacdrya SwAmy, an 
unparalleled exponent of the philosophy of Ramanuja, in 
recent times. In fact, his stimulating lectures on the 
Sribhasya were one of the predominant causes in 
inspiring me to take up a study of the Sribhdsya, for my 
Doctoral thesis. 


Subsequently I had the good fortune of learning the 
Sribhdsya along with its commentary. the Srutaprakasika 
at the lotus feet of His Holiness, the present (45th) Pontiff 
of the Ahobila Mutt (while His Holiness was in his 
ptrvasrama) and also under  Sri.U.Ve.Purisai 
Krisnamacarya Swamy and Sri U.Ve.Chetlur 
Srivatsanikacarya Swamy. 

My present study under Sri U.Ve.P.M. Cakravarty 
Acarya Swamy, a peerless master in Nydya and Vedénta 
has also been of immense help in a more thorough 
understanding of the Ramanuja school and in my revising 
some of the portions of my thesis. 


I pay my homage and reverential prostrations to all 
these illustrious Acarya-s. 


The present work originally formed the thesis for 
my Doctoral Degree, approved by the University of 
Madras. 


The thesis was prepared under the general guidance 
of Dr.N.Veezhinathan, Professor and Head, Department of 
Sanskrit, University of Madras. I thank him for the 
broad plan he suggested and also for his valuable 
criticisms. 

I was greatly benefited by the writings of numerous 
authors, but it is impossible for me to name them all. 


I am extremely beholden to my esteemed guru 
Prof. M. Narasimhachary, Head of the Department of 
Vaishnavism, University of Madras for his invaluable 
suggestions and for his kind Foreword. | 


My good friends SiC. Raghavan and 
Dr. N. Sujata and my wife Smt. S.Usha were of 
immense help during the preparation of the thesis. J am 
ever indebted to them. 


I am greatly indebted to Prof. Anantan, Prof. of 
English, R.K.M. Vivekananda College, who went through 
the entire manuscript and offered invaluable suggestions. 


I am also immensely thankful to 
Dr. M.A.Venkatakrishnan, Reader, Department of 
Vaishnavism, University of Madras, who helped me in 
numerous ways during the publication of this work. 


In spite of all these, but for the efforts of Prof. 
K.V.Varadarajan, Prof. of Economics, R.K.M. 
Vivekananda College it would not at all have been 
possible to publish the work. Being the son of Sri. U.Ve. 
Karapahgadu Venkatacarya Swamy my guru’s guru, he 
was very keen to see that the work on Sribhasya is 
published at the earliest. I pray to God for his and his 
family’s well-being 


I am extremely thankful to Sri S.V.S. Raghavan, 
Chairman, Visistédvaita Research Centre, for undertaking 
this publication. 


[I am also extremely thankful to Sti. 
U.Ve.A.Krishnamachary of Sri Vaishnava Sri for giving 
free access to his computer at any time I wanted. 


My cousin Sri. S.Ramesh and my good friend Sri. 
P.T. Srinivasan, were of immense help during the 
preparation of the thesis. I record my deep sense of 
gratitude to them. 


P.NARASIMHAN 
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CHAPTER I 
PROLOGUE 


An attempt is made in the present work to 
present the philosophy of Sri Ramanuja as could 
be gleaned from the Sribhasya, his celebrated 
commentary on the Brahmasitra-s. The 
Brahmasitra-s lay down the principles of 
interpretation of the Upanisad-s. Hence the 
Sribhasya too, in the ultimate analysis, seeks to 
give the philosophy of the Upanisad-s. 


1.1 ABOUT THE UPANISAD-S 


The Upanisad-s form the concluding portion 
of the Veda-s, which are believed to be revealed 
and eternal. The Veda-s thus possess two unique 
characteristics - nityatva and apauruseyatva. Since 
the Upanisad-s constitute the concluding section 
of the Veda-s, they are also referred to as 
Vedanta-s. Generally the term Veda is used to 
refer to the section excluding the Upanisad-s and 
the term Vedanta to denote the Upanisad-s, though 
they from a single unit and share common 
characteristics. The Veda-s and the Upanisad-s are 
also known as Purvakdnda or Karmakanda and 
Uttarakanda or Brahmakdnda respectively. As the 
names themselves suggest, the Karmakanda deals 
predominantly with the various sacrificial rites 
(Karma-s) and the Brahmakanda with Brahman, the 
Ultimate Reality. 


The Veda-s which thus are divided broadly into 
Pirva and Uttarakanda-s are mainly concerned 
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with the four-fold ends of human endeavour 
(purusairtha-s) namely, dharma, artha, kama and 
moksa. While the Piirvakanda primarily deals with 
the first three goals, the Uttarakdnda is chiefly 
moksa-oriented. 


Further the Brahmakanda or the Upanisad-s 
indulge also in philosophical inquiries such as the 
nature of the soul, of God, etc. They mainly 
speak of the entity called Brahman which, 
according to them, is immanent everywhere and 
is the source, the sustainer and the redeemer of 
the entire universe and also is its absolute 
controller.. 


1.2 THE NEED FOR MIMAMSA 


The plurality of the Upanisad-s and the 
complex and diverse topics dealt with in them 
make it difficult to know their exact significance, 
which thus calls for a systematic inquiry into them. 
Similarly the Veda-s also need to be inquired into 
in order to determine their chief import. Such an 
inquiry is known as Mimamsd. 


The term mima@ms@ which means inquiry 
involves a sense of reverence in regard to the 
subject inquired into (pujya visaya vicaro 
mimamsa). The mimamsd@ regarding the purvakayda 
is called the Pirvamimamsa or Karmamimamsa, 
and that concerning the Upanisad-s is called the 
Uttaramimamsa. The latter is known by several 
other names also, such as Sdrirakamimamsa, 
Brahmamimamsa, Brahmasiitra-s, etc., but the name 
Brahmasitra-s has gained much popularity, by 
which name only the treatise shall be referred to 
in the present work. 
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There are reasons for the work being called 
by each name. Since Brahman forms the subject 
matter of the work, it is called Brahmamimamsa 
and as it is aphoristic in style it is designated as 
Brahmasutra-s. Regarding the name 
Sarirakamimamsa, however, there is a bit of 
controversy, which incidentally, could be settled 
only if the authentic purport of the work itself is 
determined. 


The controversy ,is in respect of the sense of 
the term Sariraka. Sankara construes this term as 
conveying the soul, which abides in the sarira 
(body), which in the ultimate analysis is Brahman 
itself. As the soul dwells in the sarira, it is called 
the sdrira, and the mimamsa concerning it is called 
Sarirakamimdmsa. 

According to Ramanuja, however, the term 
$arira stands for Brahman, to whom the entire 
universe consisting of sentient and insentient 
entities forms the sarira (body). Hence Brahman 
is called Sarira, and the Sastra speaking about the 
Sarira is called sdriraka (Here the suffix ka is 
derived from the root kai- Sabde). And the 
mimamsa in the form of sdriraka is called 
Sarirakamimamsa. 

Thus the major divergence in the views of the 
two great philosophers is reflected in the very 
interpretation of the name of the work, on which 
both have written renowned commentaries. 


1.3 ABOUT MIMAMSA 


Sef Beads ot oP gaa é 
The mimamsa@ sdastra, functions through 
evolving several maxims or nyaya-s, thus enabling 
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one to determine the meanings of passages of the 
revealed texts, through their application. 


That is, a particular vedic passage is taken up 
for inquiry and its true purport is established, thus 
paving the way for interpreting passages of similar 
nature. This, in brief, is the function of mimamsa. 


The Purvamimamsa, composed by sage Jaimin1, 
consists of twelve chapters or adhydya-s. And the 
Uttaramimamsa, authored by sage Badarayana, 
consists of four adhydya-s. There is also another 
work consisting of four chapters said to be 
composed by sage Ka@sakrtsna, called as 
Sankarsakanda or Devatimimamsa@, which comes 
in between Piirvamimadmsa and Uttaramimamsa. 
But the work does not seem to be extant in its 
original form at present, though a work by name 
Sankarsakdnda has been published by the Madras 
University. 


1.4 ABOUT BRAHMASUTRA-S 


The Brahmasiitra-s represent the culmination 
of philosophical inquiry carried on in the Vedantic 
tradition. They seek to give the philosophy of the 
Upanisad-s in a systematic manner. They are 
composed in the aphoristic style and it is doubtful 
if it is possible to understand their meaning 
without the aid of any commentary. They have 
been handed down by tradition, and unless the 
tradition is known, it is almost impossible to have 
an understanding of them. 


Hence the work has been commented on by 
several well-known preceptors, and each one of 
them claims that his particular commentary alone 
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is the authentic one, and not the others’. Thus 
it is rather difficult to judge the most authentic 
interpretation of it. 


Nevertheless, the unanimity of almost all 
commentators on the general drift of the sitra-s 
and the topics dealt with therein, make it possible 
to determine to some extent, what could be the 
real purport of the siitra-s. 


Two of the basic presumptions of the 
Brahmasitra-s seem to be that 


(1) the Veda-s are eternal; and, 


(2) the purport of all the Upanisaau-s is one 
and the same. 


In other words all the Upanisad-s speak with 
one voice and advocate one philosophy. 


With these basic premises, the sfitra-s set out 
to prove Brahman as the causal principle of the 
universe, as enunciated in tne Upanisad-s. 
Brahman is said to be the absolute controller of 
the universe; it has infinite powers and perfections, 
and is the ultimate goal of human endeavour. 

It appears from a siudy of the Brahmasiitra-s 
that intense debates and discussions have raged 
among sages of the ancient times regarding the 
view of the Upanisad-s on several issues and 
results were arrived at. And in order to facilitate 
easy remembrance, they were recorded in the form 
of aphorisms as was the wont of the ancient 
Indians. This could be derived from the fact that, 
at times, contrary views are stated as the views 
of other sages, mentioning their na.nes. 
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‘The Brahmasitra-s is a well-knit text divided 
into four chapters, each chapter, in turn, consisting 
of four pdda-s (quarters) making it sixteen 
pada-s, altogether. And each pada further consists 
of several adhikaraga-s, and the adhikarana-s 
themselves consist of one or more sitra-s. An 
adhikarana is one which discusses a specific topic 
with possible or actual prima facie views called 
the Piurvapaksa and finally arrives at the right view 
called the Siddhanta. It proceeds on the following 
basis: a doubt is presented due to the existence 
of two contrary views - the purvapaksa and the 
siddhanta. The piirvapaksa view is duly considered 
in the light of all the arguments in its favour and 
those against the siddhanta..Then the former is 
finally rejected refuting each argument, thus’ 
establishing the siddhadnta view firmly. In the 
process, a maxim or a nydya is evolved which 
serves as a guiding light in the interpretation of 
other passages of similar nature. 


And each adhikarana is well connected with 
its previous one. That is, the discussion in each 
adhikarana leads naturally to another which is 
taken up in the next adhikarana. And depending 
upon the nature of the discussion, there are one 
or several sfttra-s in each adhikarana. 


Though there is broad agreement, among the 
bhasyakara-s in regard to the number of 
adhyaya-s and pada-s, there is vast disagreement 
among them regarding the numbers of adhikarana- 
s and sittra-s. This is the result of combining or 
splitting of siitra-s, omission or addition of them 
by the various bhasyakara-s. 
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1.5 THE BRAHMASUTRA-S - AN OVERVIEW 


Now we shall see the broad topics dealt with 
in the Brahmasitra-s, according to Ramanuja, 
which generally are in agreement with Sankara. 


The Brahmasutra-s, as has been stated earlier, 
consists of four chapters. The four chapters are 
divided into two couples (dvika-s), the first two 
forming one dvika, and the rest, the other. The 
first dvika, called the siddhadvika, speaks about 
Brahman as the cause of the world. The next 
dvika, called the sadhyadvika speaks about the 
means of liberation and the nature of liberation. 


The first chapter in the Brahmasiitra-s 1s called 
the samanvayadhyaya. lt is so named because, It 
shows that the import of all the Upanisadic 
passages that speak about the cause of the world 
either directly or indirectly, is Brahman. In other 
words, the chapter seeks to prove that all the 
kadranavadivakya-s have got perfect agreement 
(sa@manvaya) in proving Brahman. Throughout the 
chapter, two streams of arguments are countered. 
One stream is that the world has for its cause 
prakrti or pradhdna and another is that it is a 
sentient being. Through the process of exegesis 
it is proved that neither prakrti nor jrva, (either 
a bound one or a released one) could serve as 
the cause. Even specific deities like Indra also 
could not become an explanation for the world 
process, who themselves are included within the 
world, and thus are subject to creation. Hence 
it is only Brahman, which is all-pervasive and 
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endowed with innumerable excellences and free 
from all defects, that is the sole cause. 


The first four siitra-s of the first chapter, 
however, form a separate section and are highly 
significant. They provide the necessary orientation 
towards the study of the Brahmasiitra-s. Special 
attention is paid to this portion called the catussiitri 
by many bhasyakara-s, who expound their system 
of philosophy, within these four sitra-s. 


The first siitra - athdto brahmajijnasa 
commences the work with the specific reference 
to Brahman, which forms the central topic of the 
entire work. The sutra presupposes an objection 
and answers it. The objection is that scriptures 
are not capable of conveying Brahman, as it is an 
existent entity. That is, the view of the 
Piirvamimamsa school is that scriptures are meant 
to prescribe what is to be done (pravrtti) and what 
is to be avoided (nivrtti), thereby serving some 
purpose. They are thus incapable of conveying 
something, which is an existent entity, and not of 
the form of any activity. This view is refuted in 
the first aphorism which forms an adhikarana in 
itself. It affirms that scriptures are capable of 
conveying an existent entity and in fact the entire 
scripture is meant to convey only Brahman and 
not any activity. Every karma prescribed in the 
Karmakanda, is indeed a form of - worship of 
Brahman, whose essential nature is set forth in the 
Upanisad-s. 
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The second aphorism janmdadyasya yatah refutes 
another objection that Brahman is incapable of 
being known, for want of a definition. And so, 
an inquiry regarding Brahman could not be 
commenced. This objection is set aside by giving 
the definition of Brahman as the source, sustainer 
and redeemer of the entire universe. 


The third aphorism, sastrayonitvat, which 
constitutes another adhikarana by itself is 
significant. There arises an objection that the 
definition given in the previous adhikarana is more 
of the nature of an inference and hence sdstra is 
reduced to the state of re-statement (anuvd@da), as 
it only speaks about what is already known from 
another pramana, namely, inference. Sdastra could 
become significant only if it gives rise to 
knowledge about something that could not be 
known through another pramana. If not, it will 
be rendered futile as none will take recourse to 
it, since it would teach only what is known 
through another pramana. 


This objection is refuted in the present 
aphorism, on the. ground that Brahman could be 
known only through s@stra-s and not through any 
other source. Amumdna, which is the process of 
inferring something through what is observed, could 
at best show only which is similar to that which 
is observed. It is incapable of establishing an 
entity which is totally different from the seen and 
unseen objects of the world, which ts at once 
immanent in the world and yet transcends it. Thus 
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the sutra lays down a very important principle that 
the only source of knowledge regarding Brahman 
is sdstra-s and that Brahman has to be admitted 
in the way in which it is portrayed by them. The 
result of this view is that, as Brahman could not 
be proved through any other pramdna, so it could 
not be disproved either, by the latter. This view 
is very clear from the maxims arrived at from the 
adhikarana-s wherein the author of the siitra-s uses 
the expression sabdat and identifies the import of 
the scripture to be Brahman. 


The fourth aphorism discusses the purpose of 
Vedantic study. The pirvapaksin here again is the 
purvamimamsaka, according to whom, only an 
activity (pravrtti) or abstinence (nivrtti) could serve 
some purpose. Sasira-s indeed become purposeful 
only by making known some activity which 
accomplishes some purpose. Brahman being already 
accomplished, cannot become the purport of them, 
since it could serve no purpose at all. 


The said objection is refuted by the author of 
the sitra-s, by stating that Brahman is the fruit 
in itself. To be engaged in activity at all times, 
cannot indeed be a fruit for anyone. It is in fact, 
the other way round. The ultimate fruit for anyone 
is to get relieved from every obligation to perform 
any activity whatsoever. But the fruit could not 
be attained as long as one is in this transmigratory 
existence, and the only way to attain it, is to attain 
Brahman, the attainment of which constitutes 
release from bondage. 
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In this way Brahman constitutes the highest 
goal of human endeavour. Hence it could well 
become the purport of scriptures. It is thus that 
the entire scripture has Brahman as its primary 
‘import, and the adhikarana itself is designated as 
samanvayadhikarana to signify this aspect. 


The actual inquiry in the Brahmasiitra-s thus 
commences only from the fifth sitra. The four 
pada-s in the first chapter take up for detailed 
investigation, passages that seem to convey 
insentient matter or a sentient soul as the cause 
of the world and establishes finally that it is only 
Brahman that is actually spoken of in these 
passages. 


The division of the first chapter of the 
Brahmasiitra-s into four pada-s, is based on the 
strength of the passages that seem to convey 
entities, other than Brahman. It starts with 
discussing passages with less force and proceeds 
to discuss passages with more and more force. 


The first pada is named aspastatarajivadi- 
lingakapada.* As the name itself suggests the pada 
discusses those passages which could only very 
vaguely be construed to convey the jiva or matter 
as the cause of the world. The second pdda is 
called the aspastajivadilingakapadda, wherein the 
vagueness is lessened but still it persists. The third 
is called spastajivadilingakapdda, wherein 
comparatively there are more marks in the passages 
to construe them as conveying jiva or prakyti. The 
fourth is called chayanusaripdda wherein the 
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degree is increased. They seem to be more in 
favour of being construed as indicating jiva or 
prakrti as the cause. 


In all these pdda-s it is conclusively proved 
that Brahman alone is the true import of all the 
passages. It thus emerges that Brahman is the sole 
cause of the universe without depending upon an 
extraneous efficient cause. It is both the material 
and the efficient cause of the world. 


The view arrived at in the first chapter is 
re-confirmed in the second chapter, by a thorough 
examination of all the actual or possible arguments 
against the view that Brahman is the sole cause 
of the worid. A study of this chapter gives 
intellectual conviction that Brahman alone is the 
cause of the world. 


The four pada-s in this chapter are named 
respectively as smrtipada, tarkapdda, viyatpdda and 
pranapada. 

In the first pada, it is established that the 
causality of Brahman could be countered neither 


by the texts that are not in conformity with the 
Veda-s, nor by mere argumentation. 


In the second pdda, the author of the 
aphorisms rejects the views of the schools that are 
opposed to the view that Brahman is the cause of 
the world, by pointing out the untenability of their 
views on the basis of pure reasoning. Thus the 
pada is justifiably named tarkapdda. 
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The third and fourth pdda-s too, re-confirm the 
view arrived at in the first chapter. The view that 
Brahman is the cause of the entire universe is 
sought to be objected on the ground that there are 
entities which do not become the effects of 
Brahman, like the @k@sa or the Gtman. Further the 
vedantic passages themselves, are contradictory 
among themselves, and so they cannot be relied 
upon. These objections are dispelled, and it is 
established that there are no entities which do not 
become the effects of Brahman; nor is there any 
contradiction among the Upanisadic passages 
themselves. 


The third chapter is called saddhan@dhyaya. 
Herein the means of liberation, namely, the various 
Brahmavidya-s (meditative exercises) along with 
their anga-s (subsidiaries) are set forth. Since the 
practice of the meditative exercises requires a sense 
of deep detachment from worldly goals and an 
intense desire to attain Brahman, the first two 
pada-s of the third chapter are devoted to generate 
in the mind of the aspirant, these two factors. 


The first pa@da, called the vairagyapada 
highlights the miseries which the soul experiences 
‘in- its various states, as long as it is in 
transmigratory existence, with a view to turn the 
mind of the aspirant away from worldly pursuits 
which confine the soul in bondage. 


The second pada, called the ubhayalingapada, 
speaks of Brahman as the abode of innumerable 
auspicious qualities, and as opposed to all that 
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which is inauspicious. This is emphasized in order 
to arouse a desire towards Brahman. Thus in this 
pada, Brahman is said to possess two unique 
features (ubhayalinga) - akhilaheyapratyanikatva 
(being the antithesis of all that is detestable) and 
kalyanagunaikatanaiva (being the repository of all 
virtues). 


The third pdda is the gunopasamharapdada. 
The chief task of the pdda is to discuss the various 
meditative exercises and identify whether they are 
identical or different. Since the Upanisad-s are 
many in number, and the meditative exercises 
prescribed in them vary, there arises a need to 
discuss whether they are one or different. The 
result of the discussion is that, if it is proved that 
a particular Brahmavidya in a particular Upanisad 
is identical with the one in another Upanisad, then 
in that case the qualities enunciated in both the 
Upanisad-s in respect of that vidya have to be 
meditated upon. In other words, if it is determined 
that, the same Brahmavidya is spoken of in two 
Upanisad-s, then the qualities that are omitted in 
one Upanisad, have to be added from the other. 
This is called guna upasamhara, by which name 
the pdda is known. 


The fourth pada is called the angapadda 
wherein the various accessories for the performance 
of Brahmavidy@ are set forth. 


The’ last chapter is called the. Phaladhyaya. 
The fruits that ensue from the practice of the 
Brahmavidya-s, are discussed in this chapter. And 
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incidentally, the first pada of this chapter called 
avrttipada, continues the discussion of the third 
chapter itself, discussing further about the mode of 
practicing the Brahmavidya. 


There may arise an objection, that it should 
have been included in the third chapter itself whose 
specific function is to discuss the means. It is 
answered that it is with a specific purpose that this 
is discussed in this phala@dhyaya. That is, the 
practice of Brahmavidya means getting deeply 
engrossed in the meditation of Brahman and 
practicing it more and more intensely till it 
ultimately ripens to such a level as to result in a 
brilliant vision of God, which is as good as a 
perceptual cognition itself, called pratyaksa- 
samandadkara. The pursuit of meditation with loving 
devotion gives rise to abundant joy, as the aspirant 
attains the vision of God, similar to that of 
perception. He therefore desires that this state must 
continue and hence looks for continuing it more 
and more. Since there is experience of joy, 
unbounded in nature at this state, the latter, 
although a means of liberation, becomes an end in 
itself. And in order to highlight this aspect, the 
discussion on meditation is included in the 
Phaldadhyaya. 


The fruits of the Brahmavidy@ are discussed 
from the second pdda onwards. The second pada 
is entitled utkrantipada, which discusses the mode 
of departure (utkranti) of the soul from the body, 
by the grace of God, after entering into the nadr 
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called murdhanyandadi. The sense organs including 
mind and the prdna-s lapse back into their sources 
and merge with the soul first. The soul then 
passes through the specific vein on the head, 
proceeds in the Path of Light and reaches the 
abode of God. 


The third pada is called the gatipdda, and it 
speaks about the path the soul travels to attain the 
world of Brahman. 


The fourth pada, known as muktipdada, 
discusses the nature of moksa that the soul attains 
and the work concludes with the profound 
declaration that the soul, once liberated never again 


returns to bondage - anavrttih sabdat anavrttih 
Sabdat. 


This, in brief, constitutes the subject-matter of 
the Brahmasiutra-s. 


16 THE BHASYA- S OF SANKARA AND 
RAMANUJA 


The greatness of the Brahmasutra-s could well 
be testified to from the numerous commentaries 
that are written on it. In fact, as far as the 
Vedantic tradition is concerned, its authority is next 
only to the Upanisad-s. But of all commentaries, 
the bhasya of Sankara and that of Ramanuja stand 
out pomunen 


Sankara’s bhasya is the earliest available 
commentary, which is held in high esteem for its 
depth, subtlety and lucidity. It sets forth the 
philosophy of Advaita, according to which the one 
and only Reality is Brahman, which does not admit 
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of any difference whatsoever. It does not admit 
even of qualities within itself, not to speak of the 
existence of things apart from It. 


Ramanuja’s bhasya, in contrast, offers a no less 
important commentary, which easily matches with 
ankara’s bhdsya in its grandeur and depth, and 
is acclaimed for its forcefulness, philosophical 
perfection and logical acumen. The philosophy 
expounded by Ram&anuja came to be known later 
on as Visistadvaita. Ramanuja himself Acoes not 
refer to it by that name. Unlike Sankara, 
Ramanuja has not commented on the Upanisad-s 
but yet has not left out any of the principal 
Upanisadic text uncommented, either in the 
Vedarthasangraha or in the Sribhasya. 


The uniqueness of the philosophy of 
VisistGdvaita lies in the fact that it takes a 
comprehensive view of the entire gamut of 
scriptures without involving contradiction, or giving 
up the primary meaning. Ramanuja himself sets this 
as his specific task in the Vedarthasangraha: 


tatra nanarupanam vakyanam 
avirodhah mukhyarthaparityadgagsca 
yatha sambhavati  tathd@iva 
varnaniyam,  varnitarica’ 


It has to be mentioned, however, that 
Ramanuja,is greatly influenced by his grand 
preceptor ori Yamuna who almost set the path for 
his disciple. Ramanuja owes a great deal to his 
grand preceptor in the formulation of his own 
system and also in regard to the criticism of 


1. Vedérthasangrahah, p.179 
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Advaita. The concepts and criticisms of Yamuna, 
found in his Siddhitraya and other works, are 
greatly developed by Ram@nuja in his Sribha@sya, 
and other works. 

The aim of the present work is to present the 
philosophy of Ramanuja, as culled out from the 
various adhikarana-s of his Sfibhasya. The work 
is divided into four chapters (besides Prologue and 
Epilogue), which deal respectively with the Nature 
of Reality, Nature of the Soul, Nature of the World 
and Nature and Means of Liberation. Ramanuja 
offers his views on all these concepts after an 
examination of other views, which are proved to 
be unsatisfactory on the ground that they are 
opposed to the spirit of the scriptures, and also 
lack logical coherence. And of all, Ramanuja takes 
up the views of the Advaita school for a very 
detailed examination in the course of the discussion 
of the first st#itra. Hence a study of Ramanuja’s 
Visistadvaita will not be complete without a study 
of Advaita. 


Hence this work presents the views of Advaita 
and their examination by Ram@anuja, along with the 
latter’s exposition of his own views. 


1.7 A BRIEF OUTLINE OF THE WORK 
We shall now give a brief outline of this work. 


The second chapter is chiefly based on the first 
adhikarana of the Sribhasya. In this adhikarana, 
Ramanuja’s main thesis is that the spirit of Advaita 
contemplated in the scripture, lies not in discarding 
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difference of every sort but in accommodating it 
within the oneness of Reality. Reality, which is 
Brahman is not without qualities as conceived by 
the Advaitin, but is a repository of all the 
virtuous qualities. Thus the second chapter is 
devoted to proving the oneness of Brahman in the 
wake of difference. It further discusses at length 
the nature of Brahman, as having the entire 
universe consisting of the sentient souls and 
insentient matter as its body. The discussion about 
Brahman is taken up first, as it is Brahman which 
ensouls the world and makes the world what it 
is and also constitutes the final goal of the soul. 
This leads to a discussion about what constitutes 
the essential nature of the soul, and this is taken 
up in the next chapter. 


In Chapter III, the views of some other schools 
on the nature of the soul are first discussed 
followed by Ram@nuja’s criticism of them on the 
grounds of logical inconsistency and also” 
contradiction with scriptures. This is followed by 
a detailed exposition of the view of-Ramanuja. 


The soul, which is a sentient principle has the 
world which is insentient, for its purpose. In other 
words, the world subserves the purpose of the soul, 
and hence the discussion about the nature of the 
world is taken up in the next chapter. 


The ultimate goal of the soul constitutes 
freedom from the travails of bondage and 
remaining in a state of bliss forever without any 
trace of misery. This indeed is moksa or 
liberation, and hence the nature of liberation and 
its means are discussed in the fifth chapter. 
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It was stated earlier that Ramanuja has 
formulated his school after a thorough examination 
of the Advaita school. A point of significance that 
may be noted here is that Ram@nuja’s criticism of 
Advaita, is not confined to that of Sankara alone, 
but covers a host of many other Advaitic thinkers 
such as Mandana Misra, SureSvara, Vimuktatman, 
Sarvajfidtman, PrakaSdatman, Vacaspati Misra and 
others, all of whom were not always in agreement 
with one another on specific issues. A study of 
the Sribh@sya shows that Rama@nuja is fully 
conversant with the teachings of the above Advaitic 
preceptors too. 


Another fact that is to be taken note of is that 
the system of Advaita has not remained static, or 
atleast it was not allowed to remain so, by rival 
philosophers. It had to defend itself against 
numerous attacks from a host of philosophers who 
arose from time to time. Consequently, it had 
undergone several changes and many of the views 
propounded by earlier GcGrya-s were either given 
up, or modified or revised in the wake of 
objections raised. Hence it may seem that some 
of the objections raised by Ramanuja are baseless, 
when viewed in the light of the modified version 
of Advaita. But an acquaintance with the ancient 
classics of Advaita, especially those prior to the 
time of Ramanuja, would give no room -to any 
such misgivings. 


In the following pages, we shall deal with the 
concepts of Visistadvaita as could be gleaned from 
the Sribhasya. 
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NATURE OF REALITY 


2.0 INTRODUCTION 


Is Reality, an undifferentiated unity, which admits of 
no duality in any from, or does it admit of duality in itseit 
without compromising its basic oneness? Is the world 
that we are exposed to through our sensory experience, a 
mere illusion, or is it also rea! and existent in its own right? 
Are we ourselves (namely the jiva-s), who inquire into 
these aspects, mere apparent diversifications of the 
Ultimate Reality, being essentially non-different from it, 
or do we have distinct identities for ourselves? 


These are very fundamental philosophical questions 
and the schools of Sankara and Ram&nuja stand sharply 
divided on these issues. While the Advaita of Sankara 
takes up the former alternatives on all these issues, the 
Visist@dvaita of Ramanuja subscribes to the latter ones. 


It is rather strange that both the schools, which claim 
to have been based upon the authority of the scriptures 
maintain mutually conflicting views on every major 
philosophical issue. 


In the Upanisad-s, which are the chief source texts 
for both the schools, the major problem that is faced is the 
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relation of one to many. The Upanisad-s at some places' 
refer to Reality as a transcendental, supra-relational unity, 
beyond all divisions, change, activities, descriptions, etc., 
and at other places? speak of it as a being endowed with 
infinite powers and - perfections, having within Itself, the 
world and the souls as its modes (prakadra-s); and, it 
remains as their inner self (antarydmin) controlling them. 


Further some texts of the Upanisad-s’ speak of 
Brahman as the material cause of the world. A material 
cause, as is well known, is that which undergoes change. 
But certain other texts* identify Brahman as one which is 
not subject to change. The contradiction is obvious. 


Again, some texts of the Upanisad-s point out that 
the soul at the state of liberation remains as Brahman itself, 
while some other texts declare that it only attains utmost 
similarity with Brahman, thus becoming Brahman-like, 
and not Brahman itself. 


The great Acarya-s who recognize the contradictions 
outlined above treat them to be only apparent, and not 
real, and are chiefly concerned with resolving these 
apparent contradictions in their commentaries and arriving 
at the true import of the Upanisad-s. 


I. Mund. Up., Li6, Svet. Up. VI.19, 
Kath. Up. II. iii, ete 
2. Svet. Up., VI.8,19, Tai. Na. Anu., XI, 
Br. Up., U.vii, Mund. Up., IL7, ete. 
Tai. Anand. VII.1,. Tai. Br., U.viii.9.15, ete. 
4. Svet. Up., VI.19, ete. 


we 
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2.1 APPROACH TO REALITY - 
THE ADVAITA VIEW 


In his commentary on the aphorism, 
na sthanato 'pi parasya ubhayalingam sarvatra hi? 


, 
Sankara makes a pointed reference to the existence of two 
sets of Upanisadic texts - one referring to Brahman as 
possessed of attributes and other as free from all 
attributes. 


He is of the view that Ultimate Reality cannot be 
viewed to have both the above aspects, each one opposed 
to the other’. It might be said that Reality acquires the 
qualities because of association with some limiting 
adjuncts. Sankara argues that in that case it must be 
admitted that the qualities are not intrinsic, but are only 
extraneously presented. So we have to take that Reality is 
free from any quality. It is instructed with the view that it 
may be realized. And that aspect of Reality as endowed 
with attributes is instructed with a view that it may be 
meditated upon’. 


Further the Chandogya text 
sadeva somya idam agra Gsit ekameva advitiyam® 


states that Brahman, the sat, is free from difference 
from insentient objects; it is free from difference from 
another entity similar to it and it should not be viewed as 
different owing to the different factors such as knowledge, 


DS. BS. litt. 11 

6. na hyekarh vastu svata eva rupadivisesopetam tadviparitam 
ceti avadharayitum sakyam, virodhit-B.S.S.B., IILii.5. 

7. B.S.S.B., HL ii 14. 

8. Ch. Up, Vii.l. 
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bliss, etc., as they constitute its essential nature. This text 
shows that Reality is free from any duality whatsoever. 


The Brhddranyaka text, 
neha nanasti kifcana; mrtyossa mrtyumapnoti ya iha 


= / 9 
naneva pasyat 1 


clearly sets forth that there is no duality in Reality; it 
further proceeds to state that he who sees difference will’ 
experience phenomenal existence continuously. 


The same Upanisad states elsewhere that the world 
consisting of the seer, the seen and the act of seeing, exist 
only as long as there is duality as it were. For the 
enlightened, however, when all these become the unitary, 
atman, the notions of the seer, the seen and the act of seeing 
cease to exist. 


yatra hi dvaitamiva bhavati taditara itaram 
pasyati; yatra tu asya sarvam Gtmaiva abhiit tat 
kena kam pasyet tat kena kam vijanipat'® 


The Visnupurana too, the Advaitin states, emphasizes 
the fact that Reality is one only, and the notion of difference 
is only illusory. For example the passages, 


jhanasvaripam atyantanirmalam paramarthatah 
tameva arthasvariipena bhrantidarsanatah sthitam!' 
paramarthastvamevaikah nanyosti jagatahpate’? 
tasyatma paradehesu sato’pi ekamayam hi yat 
vijanam paramartho hi dvaitino atathyadarSinah! 


9. Br.Up., VL iv.19. 
10. Br.Up., VI. iv.14. 
Il, VP., Lit. 

12. ibid, Liv.38. 

13. ibid., ILxiv.31 
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state that Consciousness is indeed the ultimate; those who 
perceive difference, perceive only what is illusory. 
Another text of the same Purana, 


so’ham sa ca tvam sa ca sarvametad 


atmasvaripam tyaja bhedamoham'"* 


instructs that one should give up the cognition of duality, 
as everything else given in perception is only an expression 
of the consciousness which is only one. 


The Bhagavadgita text 
ksetrajham capi mam viddhi sarvaksetresu bharata™’ 


declares that the cognizer in every physical body, namely, 
the soul is none other than the Reality. 


From the above it will be clear that the texts of the 
Upanisad-s, the Gita and the Puraya emphasize that 
ultimate Reality is free from all differences, the ‘soul is 
none other than Brahman, and the worid of objects is 
illusory in the sense that it does not have any independent 
existence apart from Brahman. Other passages which 
speak about the essential nature of Brahman (called the 
sodhakavakya-s) negate in it either directly or indirectly 
all attributes, change, activities, etc. For example, 

niskalam niskriyam santar niravadyam niratijanam®, 
The Taittariya text 


4 ad ry 
satyam Jnanam anantam brahma"™ 


states Brahman to be changeless, of the form of knowledge, 
and infinite. This text is particularly significant in that it 


14. ibid, If.xvi.23. 
15. B. G.,XHE 13. 
16. Svet.Up., VI.19. 
17. Tai. Anand, 1.1. 
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implies through the application of the principle of 
samanadhikaranya and through the use of the word ananta 
that Brahman is the Partless Ultimate. It is thus: 
samanadhikaranya implies identity; if attributes are 
admitted with respect to Brahman, then there will have to 
be admitted difference between Brahman and the attributes 
and also among the attributes themselves. The consequence 
will be that identity - the spirit of samdanddhikaranya will 
be lost. Again, the word ananta in the above text means 
that Brahman is infinite, in the sense that it is not 
conditioned by space, time and objects. It comes to this 
that Brahman is all-pervasive, eternal and not conditioned 
by objects. When it is said that Brahman is not conditioned 
by objects it amounts to admitting that the objects of the 
world given in perception are non-real. If they are held to 
be real, then Brahman would be conditioned by them, and 
as a result the expression infinite used in respect of 
Brahman will lose all its significance. Thus this text - 


satyam jnanam anantam brahma 


does not declare that Brahman has changelessness, 
knowledge and infinitude as its qualities; on the other hand, 
it states that these constitute its essential nature. It further 
implies the illusory character of the world. It emerges from 
the above discussion, that according to the scriptures, 
Ultimate reality is Brahman, which is pure, homogeneous. 
constant, unchanging, free from attributes, activities, 
etc. It is pure knowledge and bliss, and is without a second 
and the world of difference is only an illusory appearance. 


The world of illusion is projected by a primordial 
ignorance called severally as anrta, maya, ajfidna, etc., 
as stated in the following scriptural texts: 


26 


NATURE OF REALITY 


anrtena hi pratyudhah"® 

mayam tu prakrtim vidyat mayinam tu mahesvaram'? 
indro mayabhih pururiipa iyate” 

anadi mayaya suptah yada jivah prabudhyate?! 
ajfidnena avrtam jianam tena muhyanti jantavah” 


And to remain as Brahman after getting freed from 
avidya is what is known as liberation and the chief role of 
the Upanisad-s lies in imparting this truth”. 


Liberation which is Brahman is attained as it were, 
through the removal of avidyad by the knowledge of 
Brahman - the only being. The Chandogya text for 
instance, states that one who realizes Brahman, the only 
one, never again experiences phenomenal existence. 


na punar mytyave tadekam pasyati 
na pasyo mytyum pasyati4 


The Taittariya text - 


yadahyeva esa etasminnadrsye ‘natmye'nirukte 
anilayane’bhayam pratistham vindate atha 
so bhayangato bhavati” 


also confirms the view that he alone whose mind is 
concentered upon the Being, which lies beyond the scope 
of sense-organs, which: is free from embodiment, 
transcends speech and which requires no support, crosses 
over fear in the form of transmigratory experience. 


18. ChUp., VIILii.2. 

19. Svet.Up., IV.10. 

20. Br. Up., IV. v. 19. 

21. Mund. Karika., 11.21. 

22. B.G., VIS. 

23. of B.S.S.B.,Adhyasabhasyam 
24. Ch. Up., VILxxvi.2. 

25. Tai. Anand., VIT.2, 
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Also the Mundaka text - 

brahmaveda brahmaiva bhavati*® 
states that he who knows Brahman, becomes Brahman. 
And the Svetasvatara text - 


tameva viditva'ti mrtyumeti 
nanyah pantha ayanaya vidyate’’ 


which points that the knowledge of Brahman is the sole 
means of liberation is explicit in precluding any other factor 
being viewed as the means to the latter. 


From the foregoing discussion, it would have become 
clear that according to the Advaitin the sruti texts speak 
of Brahman as of the nature of consciousness, bliss, etc. 
The world of duality is non-real, and it is on this basis that 
Brahman is referred to as infinite too. The texts that clarify 
the nature of Brahman such as satvam, jnanam, etc.,. which 
consist of words in co-ordinate predication, speak of the 
identity of the essences; and these senses constitute the 
essential nature of Brahman. The knowledge of Brahman 
is the sole means to liberation which is nothing but the 
soul getting rid of illusion and remaining in its natural 
state as Brahman. 


2.1.1 THE NIRGUNA AND THE SAGUNA TEXTS: 
RELATIVE STRENGTH 


So far we have presented the Advaita view that 
Brahman is the only reality, the jiva-s are non-different 
from it and the world of duality is only an illusion. This 
view would render invalid the entire ritualistic section of 


26. Mund.Up., LIL.ii.9. 
27. Svet. Up., HL.8. 
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the veda-s, and also a substantial part of the Upanisadic 
section. The ritualistic section of the veda-s prescribes 
ritual acts which are obligatory, occasional and propitiatory 
(nitya,naimittika and kamya); and, in order that these may 
become significant what is necessary is difference among 
the agent of ritual acts, the act of carrying them out and 
the results that ensue from them. If difference were held 
to be illusory, the ritualistic section of the veda-s would 
not be applicable at all and therefore would become invalid. 
Further in the Upanisadic section too, the texts that speak 
of Brahman as endowed with attributes are to be treated 
as invalid, as the relation of attributes to Brahman is based 
upon difference which is considered to be illusory. 


The result of the above argument is that when the 
veda-s as a whole are admitted to be authoritative there is 
no valid reason to treat some portions of them to be invalid 
or non-authoritative. 


The Advaitin argues that treating one text as more 
valid than the other is quite in conformity with the accepted 
canons of interpretation. In the Purvamimamsa it has 
been determined that, when there is a direct conflict 
between two scriptural texts, that which is the latter, would 
prevail over the former. This is called the apaccheda- 
nyaya. According to this, that which is para (the latter) is 
always more powerful than the purva (the former). We 
shall now explain the maxim in some detail : 


2.1.2. THE APACCHEDA NYAYA 
The Piirvamimamsa-sitra - 
paurvaparye purvadaurbalyam prakrtivat’® 


discusses the passage 


28. JS., VI.v.54. 
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yadyudgata’ pacchidyeta adaksinah sa yajhah 
samsthapya tena punar yajeta; atha pratiharta 
sarvavedasam dadydt. 


In the jyotistoma sacrifice, the priests should hop 
around the sacrificial altar, each holding the waist-cloth 
of the priest in front. If the udgaia - the priest who chants 
the hymns of the S@maveda - lets go the waist-cloth of the 
priest in front of him, then to expiate this, the sacrifice 
should be completed without giving any sacrificial fee to 
the priests, and the entire sacrifice has to be performed 
again. If pratiharta - the priest who chants the hymns of 
the Rgveda - does so, the sacrifice should be completed 
by giving the entire wealth of the sacrificer as the sacrificial 
fee. If the two let go the waist-cloth successively, then 
the sacrificer should conclude the sacrifice by adopting 
the latter atonement, and the former shall be annulled by 
the latter’. 


Thus the maxim says that in case of a direct conflict, 
that which is the latter shall prevail over the former - 
paurvaparye purvadaurbalyam. 


Applying the same maxim it could be seen that in the 
case of the ritualistic section of the veda-s and the texts 
that speak of Brahman as free from difference, the latter 
being subsequent ones (para) shall overrule the former 
(purva), since a direct conflict is involved between the 
two, as was referred to earlier. And similar is the case with 
texts that speak of Brahman as endowed with qualities. 
These also are in conflict with the nirguna texts, due to 
which they are invalidated by the latter, which being the 
parasastra, become more powerful. And the nirguna texts 
are accepted to be subsequent ones because, in order to 
negate guna-s in Brahman, there should first be a 


29. Adapted from The Sarnksepasariraka of Sarvajhatman, p.458. 
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possibility of their occurrence, which could not be known 
by our ordinary sense faculties. This is supplied by the 
texts that speak of Brahman as endowed with attributes 
(saguna texts). Hence the nirguna texts become the 
subsequent ones, due to which they are treated as more 
powerful than the saguna texts by the apacchedanyaya. 


Thus it comes to this: scriptures teach attributeless 
Brahman as the Ultimate Reality, and the world consisting 
of sentient and insentient entities as mere illusions. 


2.2 - POLEMICS OF THE ADVAITINS 


From the foregoing discussion it would have become 
clear that according to Advaita, the final import of 
scriptures is the attributeless Brahman - a transcendental 
entity, and the only Reality. The world consisting of cit 
and acit is only an illusory appearance. The acit or the 
insentient matter is neither real nor an absolute nothing, 
while the sentient soul is not different from Brahman. 


Great Advaitic thinkers like Mandana. Misra, 
Vimuktatman, Vacaspati and others seek to substantiate 
the Advaita view outlined above, on the basis of reasoning, 
some of which we shall presently see. 


2.2.1. PERCEPTION DOES NOT 
COMPREHEND DIFFERENCE 


In the previous section, we referred to the Advaita 
view that the final import of the scriptures is the non-dual 
Brahman - the sole Reality. But perception gives us a 
knowledge of the manifold objects which are taken to be 
sat in experiences such as ghatassan, etc. This 
contradiction between perception and sruti needs to be 
resolved. 
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According to some teachers of Advaita, there exists 
no conflict between sruti and perception. It is because, 
perception comprehends only the sat-element, and not the 
object characterized by difference. It is thus: there arises 
the knowledge of objects of the world to us such as “The 
pot is” (ghatassan), “The cloth is” (patassan), etc. But the 
rise of the knowledge of pot is dependent upon the 
knowledge of its difference from ail other objects. This is 
because, when an object is comprehended correctly as that 
particular object, there is no doubt of the form ‘whether it 
is a pot or not’; nor is it cognized erroneously as ‘this is 
not a pot’. 


This is possible only when the object is cognized as 
different from all other objects. Thus the cognition of pot 
is dependent upon the cognition of its difference from other 
objects. But perception is a unique process, in which there 
are no two moments, and hence it could not have grasped 
both the object as well as its difference from other objects. 
This is because comprehension of difference requires 
comprehension of the object (the vastu) and also the object 
from which its difference is known (the pratiyogin). But 
this is not possible as perception, being momentary, does 
not last that long so as to reveal the object and also 
differentiate it from other objects*®. Hence it must be 
admitted that perception does not comprehend the object 
either, as it has already been shown that an object could 
be comprehended only when its difference from other 
objects is known, which has been shown to be impossible. 
Hence it must be admitted that in instances like “The pot 
is”, “The cloth is”, etc., perception comprehends only the 
“pure being” (sanmatra), represented by the word “is” 
and never the individual objects. The comprehension of 
objects is rooted on illusion, and not on perception®’. 


30. vide Brahmasiddih, Part I, p.45 See also Advaita Vedanta, p.150 
31. SB. Lil, Vol.1 (art D p.97. 
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2.2.2 CRITIQUE OF DIFFERENCE 


The concept of difference, according to the Advaitin, 
is a pseudo one. It is thus: difference or bheda may be 
accepted as of the nature of the object itself or as the 
property of the object. If bheda is accepted as the object 
itself, i.e., if difference from other objects that exists in 
pot, is treated as of the nature of the pot, then whenever 
there is reference to pot, there should be reference to 
difference as well, which however is not the case. It may 
be said that due to the absence of recollection of other 
objects, which are the pratiyogin-s of difference, there is 
no reference to it. But this is not sound because according 
to the present view the object and the difference are 
accepted to be one and the same. Hence it must be held 
that just as objects like pot, etc., are referred to without 
any reference to any pratiyogin, so difference too must be 
referred to without any reference to any pratiyogin. If 
this position is not admitted then one cannot say that 
difference constitutes the essential nature of the object, 
wherein it is present. Moreover one would have to view 
that the words ghatah and bhinnah are synonyms, like the 
words hastah and karah, which however is not the case. 
Hence the view that the object itself is of the form of 
difference is not tenable®. 


It cannot also be held that difference is an attribute 
(dharma) of the object,on the following grounds: 


if difference is a dharma of an object, then the two 
must be accepted as different from one another, for, 
otherwise it will amount to subscribing to the view that 
both are the same - the view, which has already been shown 
to be unsound. 


32. ibid, p.97-98. 
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Now if the object - A (say) and difference - B(say) 
are different, then another difference - C (say) between 
the two must be accepted. And this second difference - 
C must again be accepted as different from A, for the two 
cannot be the same on the grounds mentioned earlier, and 
so on, ad infinitum (anavasthd@). It could be seen here that 
each preceding difference cannot be proved unless the 
subsequent difference is proved. But as there is no end 
to the process, no difference stands proved,as every 
subsequent difference depends upon the subsequtnt one 
and this goes on in an endless manner. Thus difference 
cannot be viewed as a dharma of an object, because such 
a view involves the defect of anavastha. 


The defect of anyonydsrayapa too precludes the 
possibility of viewing difference as a dharma of an object. 
It is thus: in order that an object may be known as different 
from all others, its specific class characteristic (/ati) should 
be known. But the class characteristic itself could be known 
only if difference from other objects is known. Thus, as 
each one is dependent upon the other, it is not logically 
possible that either could be known. Thus difference cannot 
be proved both for want of pramdna, and also due to its 
logical untenability*?. 


2.2.3. ILLUSORINESS OF THE WORLD ON 
LOGICAL GROUNDS 


A question that would suggest itself, from the above 
discussion would be as follows: 


when it is said that the objects of the world given in 
perception could not be comprehended by it, and 
difference by itself is an impossibility, the logical 


33. ibid., p.98 
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corollary would be that the world is not real. But on that 
account can the world be dismissed as unreal and totally 
non-existent like a hare’s horn? If not, what then is its 
ontological status? 


The Advaitin does not definitely hold that the world 
is something similar to a hare’s horn, for otherwise it would 
not be possible to explain the fact of its being perceived. 
Hence, applying the criteria of reality and unreality, the 
Advaitin argues that one has to conclude that the world 
cannot be determined either as a real or as an absolute 
nothing, but is only an illusory appearance. 


The criterion of reality, according to the Advaitin, is 
unsublatibility in the three divisions of time. And the 
criterion of unreality is imperceptibility in the three 
divisions of time, like the hare’s horn. However the objects 
of the world, are perceived, but are not constant and abiding 
(anuvrtta). On the other hand, they are variable (vyavrtta) 
and sublated (badhita). To this extent they cannot be 
viewed as real. 


To be explicit: the objects of the world like pot, cloth, 
etc., are perceived to be sat as ghatassan, patassan, etc. 
These objects have specific features enabling one to attrib- 
ute names and forms to them. Thus pot is characterized. 
by potness, and cloth by clothness; and each is different 
from the other. Now potness of pot is not common to all 
things and hence it is non-real. Similar is the case with 
clothness,etc., which too,being not common to all things 
are non-real**. What is common to all things is existence 
(sat). All objects are perceived to be existent entities as in 
experiences of the form ghatassan, etc. Now applying 
the criterion of reality, it is seen that existence (sat), which 


34. ibid., p.99. See also Concept of Vyavaharika in Advaita 
Vedanta, p.206 
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alone abides (anuvrtia) in all and remains unsublated, is 
real, while factors like potness, clothness, etc. which are 
variable and unabiding (vyavrtta) are non-real or illusory. 


Illusoriness is defined as that which is given in 
perception, but is sublated by valid knowledge. A clear 
example is that of a rope, that is perceived differently as a 
serpent, or a fissure on the ground, or a stream of water. 
Here it is seen that one thing is perceived diversely as 
several other things which, however, are not abiding, but 
are sublated by subsequent cognitions. What is unsublated 
is the rope, which alone is real. Those which are variable 
like serpent, fissure, etc., are illusory appearances”. 


Similarly, in the case of the objects of the world like 
pot, cloth, etc., each is shown to be variable and the only 
abiding entity is existence. Hence every object of the world 
is illusory. 


2.2.4 - EXISTENCE IS KNOWLEDGE 


An objection arises at this stage: the above argument 
shows that perception comprehends only existence (sat) 
and that alone which is unsublated is the reality. Now if 
existence is accepted to be perceived, then it becomes an 
object of knowledge; and to that extent it will have to be 
viewed as different from knowledge. The result will be 
that it will not be possible to hold that knowledge alone is 
the reality and that there is nothing apart from that. 


The Advaitin, however, holds that this unwelcome 
position does not arise at all.- It is because, difference as 
an entity, as has already been explained, is an impossibility. 
Reality is essentially undifferentiated and it is not 


35. SB. Lil. VOL.1 (part 1) P.99 
36. supra. pp.. 39-42 
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possible that there could be any trace of difference init. It 
cannot be said that the sat element is different from 
anubhiiti or knowledge, by being the content of the latter. 
It is because it has already been proved that difference 
as such,cannot be the content of perceptual cognition and 
also does not stand logical scrutiny. Hence the possibility 
of sat element becoming the content of anubhiiri is far 
removed. Weare thus forced to admit that the sat element 
is non- different from anubhiiti. 


Thus Brahman, which is infinite and of the form of 
knowledge, is the only Being that remains existent at all 
times and at’all places. Nevertheless, existence is not a 
quality of Brahman, but is Brahman itself. The objects of 
the world, which are illusory, derive their existence from 
the underlying reality, and they do not have any 
independent existence. According tu Advaita, knowing 
an object does not mean acquiring new knowledge, which 
is not possible. Knowledge is one and that-is Brahman. 
Hence knowing an object constitutes the removing of the 
veil of avidyd that conceals reality. 


This requires a discussion on the process of acquiring 
perceptual knowledge and it will show that perception does 
not point to the difference between the knowing subject 
and the object known, but rather is a process of unifying 
the consciousness conditioned by the mind and the one 
conditioned by objects. 


2.2.5 PERCEPTION ELUCIDATED 


According to Advaita, notions like subject, object etc., 
are external constructions and are not basic realities. The 
subject is consciousness conditioned by mind, which 
is a product of maya and is called pramdtrcaitanya. The 
object is consciousness conditioned by pot and the like, 
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which is called visayacaitanya. Due to the operation of 
avidyd, the one all-pervasive consciousness becomes 
apparently divided as subject and object. Now perception 
is the process through which the mind flows out to the 
place of the objects, removes the veil of avidya and brings 
about a contact between the object and the subject. Once 
this is achieved, consciousness conditioned by the object, 
is manifested; and this manifestation is called perception’. 
Hence empirical knowledge is a process of revelation rather 
than acquisition®*. There is brought about a unification of 
consciousness which constitutes the process of knowing. 
But as knowledge or consciousness is one with existence, 
as stated earlier, there is no question of the two being 
different or existence becoming the object of knowledge. 
As Brahman is existence as well as knowledge, revelation 
of knowledge essentially involves the revelation of 
existence; and the two - existence and knowledge - are not 
different. 


2.2.6 KNOWLEDGE IS INVARIABLY SELF- 
MANIFEST 


Knowledge, according to Advaita, by virtue of its 
being knowledge, is essentially self-manifest (svaprakdsa). 
Knowledge necessarily implies a knowing subject and a 
known object. Knowledge reveals objects of the world. 
Objects of the world are not known,just by virtue of their 
mere existence, but by being cognized. Hence they are 
called jada or insentient, whereas knowledge is self- 
luminous or svaprakdSa. Thus a clear distinction can be 
made between the two-a revealing knowledge and an object 
revealed. In other words, the objects of the world need an 


37. Vedantaparibhasa, pp.31 - 36 
38. Concept of Vyavaharika in Advaita Ved&nta, p.174 
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aid, knowledge, in order that they could be known. But 
the same is not applicable to knowledge itself. It does not 
stand in need of an aid to know itself; for, otherwise, it 
would become similar to objects of the world. Further it 
cannot be said that knowledge becomes the object of 
(another) knowledge like the objects of the world; for, that 
would mean losing its character of being knowledge itself. 
Hence just as a lamp reveals itself without depending upon 
any other luminous body, so also knowledge reveals the 
objects of the world and remains self-manifest, not 
becoming an object of another knowledge’’. 


2.2.7 KNOWLEDGE IS ETERNAL AND 
ESSENTIALLY UNDIFFERENTIATED - 
SOME ARGUMENTS 


The fact that knowledge is self-manifest (svaprakasa), 
and that it never becomes an object of another knowledge 
necessarily leads us to another fact that it must be eternal. 
In fact the author of the Istasiddhi, in the very opening 
verse of his work sets forth the specific nature of 
knowledge or consciousness, which according to Advaita, 
is the ultimate reality. 


yanubhiitiraja'meya'nanta'nandavigraha 
mahadadijaganmaya citrabhittim namdmi tam” 
He also puts forth several arguments to show that 


knowledge is not subject to origination, and hence it has 
to be accepted as eternal. 


Knowledge, which is called anubhiiti, is accepted to 
be self-manifest. If it were not eternal, then it has to be 


39. SB. Lil, Vol.1 (Part D p.100. 
40. Istasiddhi, Marigalasloka. 
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accepted to be originated at a particular point of time,before 
which (time) it will have to be admitted as non- existent. 


Now the problem is: the antecedent non-existence 
(praégabhava) of anubhiiti, if at all could be known, could 
be known only through anubhiiti, which alone is capable 
of knowing. But anubhiiti itself, cannot be present to 
perceive its own pragabhava, for, if it were present, then 
there can be no question of its non-existence. And if it 
were not really existent then there is absolutely no question 
of the comprehending of its own non-existence. Nor is it 
possible that its non-existence could be known through 
some other pramana, for there is no other pramdna that 
could comprehend anubhiti. That is, if at all the 
pragabhava of anubhiti is to be known through a 
‘ pramana, then what is required first and foremost is that 
anubhiiti must be comprehended by the pramana. But 
anubhiti being svaprakdsa, does not come within the range 
of any other knowledge. It comes to this that 
anubhiitipragabhava too, cannot be comprehended by 
another pramadna. Thus as it is not possible to prove the 
pragabhava of anubhiti, it has to be admitted as un- 
originated and hence as eternal. It is because, all other 
bhavavikdra-s or changes in an object, namely, existence, 
growth, transformation, decay and destruction are 
absolutely dependent upon origination - the first change. 
The impossibility of origination - the first change-in the 
case of anubhiiti precludes the possibility of other changes 
in regard to the latter Anubhiiti, therefore,is eternal’. 


Further an analysis of the nature of anubhiiti shows 
that it must necessarily be undifferentiated. The fact that 
it is not subject to origination shows that it does not admit 
of differentiation in any form. All that is manifold is 


41. SB. Wil, Voli (Partl), p.107 
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necessarily subject to origination. Anubhuti has been 
shown to be un-originated and so it does not admit of 
manifoldness. 


yannanabhiitam tadanutpannam na drstam 


api tu utpattimadeva drstam” 


It comes to this: anubhiti is like nothing. In other 
words, there is nothing similar to anubhiiti, from which it 
may be viewed to be different. Thus there is no 
sajatiyabheda for anubhiti”. 


Further just as rijpa, etc., (which are the characteristics 
of objects like ghata, etc.,) could not be postulated in regard 
to anubhiti, so also the characteristics like internal 
distinctions (svagatabheda) too found in the objects could 
not be attributed to anubhiti. It is because riipa, etc., and 
also bheda are objects of knowledge, and so they could 
not characterize knowledge. Thus svagatabheda also is 
not possible in anubhiti. It has already been shown on 
the strength of sruti texts that, consciousness is the only 
reality and that there is nothing else (vijatiyabheda) apart 
from that. Hence anubhuti being devoid of all types of 
distinctions, is necessarily un-differentiated”. 


The author of the /stasiddhi succinctly sets forth the 
above, in the following lines: 


na ca svatassiddhasya pragabhavddayah svato 
anyato va siddhyanti; ato’jd, ato’sya ndnye’pi 
bhavavikarah; janmaditvat tesam. cetyanam ca 
na ciddharmatvam ripadivat; ato’meya, nasya 
meyo dharmo’ pyastityartah; ato ’nanta. antasyapi 
meyatve ataddharmatvat, ameyatve ‘pyananyatvat 


t t 
42. SP on SB, Lil, Vol.l Part D, p.108 
43 ibid, p.108. 
44. Loc. cit 
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na tadvatta citah. kalatastavadGnantyam siddham 
janmabhdvat. ata eva deSato vastuto pi. anyatha 
ghatadivat janmaprasangat. nahyajam 
vibhagyamasti .... janmabha@ve nanye’pi 
bhavavikarah syuh, atah kutastham sadaikariipam 
vastu svatassiddham iti®. 


To summarize this part of the discussion: Ultimate 
Reality is Brahman, which is pure consciousness and which 
is of the form of existence and bliss. It is eternal and self- 
manifest and transcends all sorts of differentiations, 
namely homogeneous, heterogeneous and also internal. 
The soul in its essential nature is none other than the pure 
consciousness. It is not a knower and is not the content of 
I-cognition. We shall now discuss the nature of the content 
of I-cognition. 


2.2.8 SELF DIFFERENT FROM THE CONTENT 
OF I-COGNITION 


Sri Padmapada in his Paricapddika states: 
ahamiti tavat prathamo’dhyadsah” 


The notion of I is the one that precedes every other 
adhyasa. And this aham-pratyaya is the basis of 
knowership and ail other subsequent adhyasa-s. Actually 
the I-cognition has two constituents - the idamamsa and 
the anidamamsa‘*’. In the cognition of I, it seems that one 
knows oneself. But knowability is a characteristic of 
external objects and not of the self. The self is knowledge 
and could not become an object of knowledge. Hence 


45. Istasiddhi, p.1 
46. Pancapadika, p.31 
47. ibid, pp.85-86 
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what is known in I-cognition is the idamarmsa, which is 
the antahkarana®, a product of avidya. Thus the soul, 
being pure knowledge, never becomes a knower, and 
knowership (jnatrtva) is quite extraneous to it. 


It cannot be said that the self is perceived to be a jriata 
in instances like ‘I know’, etc. It is because, these are not 
valid cognitions, but are erroneous ones like shell-silver. 
In fact we have knowledge of the form ‘I am a man’, etc. 
But this does not mean that the self is a human being. 
Such characteristics which remain far-removed and totally 
unrelated to the self are superimposed upon it. So is the 
characteristic of jidtrtva. An analysis of jndtrtva itself 
shows that it cannot be inherent to the self. 


Jnatrtva stands for agency in respect of the act of 
knowing (/AdnakriyGkartrtvam). In fact,to know means 
to have a change of state. It is because, the notion that the 
self knows would never be significant unless there is a 
change of state. One must accept some change,on the 
basis of which alone one could differentiate the previous 
and subsequent states of knowing. But, according to 
Advaita, change is incompatible with eternity, which is 
the nature of the self. There can be either change or 
eternity, but not both. Hence in the case of the self, as 
jnatrtva involves change it must be accepted to belong to 
the antahkarana, the insentient component ofthe content 
of I-cognition, which alone is capable of undergoing 
change. Further, just like colour, etc., which are given in 
perception, kartrtva too, which is equally so must be 
extraneous to the self. 


And in instances like deep-sleep and swoon, there is a 
clear absence of the I-cognition and yet the self shines 
forth by itself and Upanisad declares it to be svayam-jyotih 
or self- luminous. 


48. Paficapadikavivarana, pp.85-86. 
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Further, barring the Carvaka school ail others admit 
that the self is an entity that is totally different from the 
body. The body is inert, while the self is self-effulgent. 
The body is an object of knowledge, while the self is purely 
knowledge. Now if it is held that the self in a Aartd or an 
object of I-cognition, then it will amount to attributing all 
the properties of the body to it which will in turn efface 
the self-hood of the self. 


Karirtva is only a state of being the substratum of 
movement or volitional effort. When we say ‘a chariot 
goes’ agency is attributed to the chariot in respect of the 
act of going. But it is only a figurative usage. A chariot 
cannot have free-will and act by itself. 


If, on the other hand, we say, ‘Devadatta goes’ the 
usage is primary and a valid one. But here, the physical 
movement (kriyadSrayatva) and the volitional effort on the 
part of Devadatta to move,with a specific purpose in view 
(prayaindsrayatva) - these two are involved. Here too, it 
can be said that kartrtva in the form of physical movement 
(kriyasrayatva) belongs only to the body, as the self, 
which, being pure Brahman is infinite and cannot serve as 
a substratum of movement. But xartrtva in the form of 
prayainasrayatva has necessarily to be admitted in the 
case of the self, as the body being inert cannot think by 
itself and act. 


The Advaitin, however, holds that the agency in the 
form of being the substratum of volitional effort also cannot 
be attributed to the self. It is because, volitional effort on 
the part of the self would imply change in the essential 
nature of the self. Further, it is clear that the inert body 
becomes the agent for one form of action - the physical 
movement. And if the self is admitted to be the agent of 
another form of kartrtva it will be similar to the physical 
body, as both forms of kartrtva involve change. Hence 
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volitional effort must belong to the internal organ - 
antahkarana, whose kartrtva is superimposed upon the 
self and the conscious - element of the self is superimposed 
upon the antahkarana, which alone initiates the world 
process”, 


In the same way, jviatrtva too can never be the property 
of the self, which is as much extraneous to it as the body 
itself. The content of the I-cognition. therefore, is only 
the jrata and not the pure self. 


Since jnatriva is only an attribute of the mind, and 
since mind is not active in the states of deep-sleep and 
liberation, the latter is free from the notion of j#dtrtva. 
Deep-sleep in fact vouches for the absence of the 
ahampratyaya even while one is in transmigratory 
existence, because that is what is one’s natural state when 
all extraneous acquisitions recede and the self shines forth 
in its pure, unsullied form. But as this is not caused because 
of the annihilation of ignorance, there arises all the illusory 
notions like jnatrtva, etc., once the soul comes back to the 
waking state. In the state of moksa, however, which results 
after strenuous efforts, the seed of all illusions is 
completely annihilated. It is because of this that during 
the states of deep-sleep and moksa there is absence of 
jnatrtva and the I-cognition, as these are external 
acquisitions and not inherent features. 


Tosum up: the self is nothing but pure consciousness, 
which is Brahman, which is self-manifest. It is not a 
knower; nor is it the content of the I-cognition, as these 
features are extraneous to it. It is Reality devoid of all 
qualities or attributes. Owing to the illusory avidyda, it 
appears as a knower, known objects etc; and this is the 
logical significance of the scriptures. 


49. Outlines of Indian Philosophy, pp.342-343. 
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2.3 THE OBJECTIONS 


2.3.1. ATTRIBUTELESS BRAHMAN - AN 
IMPOSSIBILITY 


According to Ramanuja, the assertion that something 
is devoid of qualities is the same as saying that it does not 
exist. In his view, a Reality devoid of any characterization 
is an impossibility. Even the Advaitin is under obligation, 
according to him, to prove that Reality as conceived by 
him, is quite different from that accepted by other 
philosophical schools. And this the Advaitin could do 
only by accepting specific properties that characterize it. 


For instance, the Buddhists hold that Asanikavijnana 
is the Ultimate Reality, whereas according to the Advaitin, 
Reality is eternal and not momentary. According to 
Vaisesika-s the self is insentient (jada) and manifold, 
whereas according to the Advaitin, Atman is svaprakasa 
and one. 


And it is through these characteristics - nityatva, ekatva 
and svayampraka@satva, that the Advaitin, must 
differentiate the Reality as conceived by him from that 
accepted by others. Hence there is no way to deny 
characteristics, as Brahman is characterized by atleast the 
said ones. It might be said that nityatva, ekatva and 
svayamprakdasatva are not characterizations over and above 
the substratum (known as Brahman) but are Brahman 
itself. In other words, they are seeming dharma-s but are 
not disparate from Brahman”. 


50. Padmapada observes in his Paficapadika (p.23) 
anandah visdyanubhavah nityatvam iti santi dharmah 
aprthaktve'pi caitanyat prthagiva avabhasante . 
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This, however, cannot be maintained because if all 
these are Brahman itself, then it would amount to treating 
nityatva, ekatva and svayamprakasatva as identical. 
Nityatva means eternity, ekatva oneness and svaprakdsatva 
self-luminosity. One cannot be the other and hence these 
are specific properties that characterize Brahman’. 


In fact there is no pramana_ that could point to an 
attributeless Brahman, including even one’s own intuitive 
experience. According to Ramanuja, to cite pramaya-s in 
respect of an attributeless Brahman, is itself a contradiction; 
for all pramana-s give rise to knowledge of an object only 
as associated with specific characteristics*’. It is through 
pramdna-s that we get knowledge about the objects of the 
world. Hence Ramanuja first makes a detailed examination 
of the nature of pramdna-s to show that no pramana can 
be adduced to prove a mirvisesavastu. 


2.3.2. SABDA DOES NOT PROVE A 
NIRVISESAVASTU 


R4amé@nuja first proves that the inherent nature of sabda 
as a pramdna is to provide us with the knowledge of an 
object associated with some specific characteristics. He 
then takes up select texts from Sruti, smrti and purdna, 
which fall under the category of sabda-pramdna and 
proves that they convey only an entity endowed with 
characteristics. Sabda-pramdna functions in its aspect of: 
being a group of sentences. A sentence is only a group of 
words, and word is only a unit of a stem and a suffix. 
Stem and suffix have different meanings. Hence the word- 
meaning cannot be anything but a complex entity. When 
it is thus clear that a word could convey only a complex 


51. SB, Wid, Voll (part D, p.143 
52. ibid, p.114, pp.142-143 
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entity, it goes without saying that a sentence which is a 
group of words cannot convey anything but a complex 
entity. Hence sabda as such, cannot give us the cognition 
of an attributeless entity. 


Now the Advaitin argues that, according to the maxim 
yatparassa Sabdarthah, we have to hold that the purport 
intended to be conveyed, is the criterion in determining 
the import of a sentence. Hence sentences like so ‘yam 
devadattah convey a non-relational sense, namely, the 
bare entity in the form of Devadatta. 


In the words of Prof. R. Balasubramaniam>}, “The 
sentence means that Devadatta who is seen in this place, 
at this time is identical with Devadatta who was seen in 
that place at that time. The identity is in respect of the 
person concerned and not with regard to place and time 
which are the determinants of the person. The place where 
he was seen earlier is different from the place where he is 
seen now. Similarly the time when he was seen earlier is 
different from the time when he is seen now. It is absurd 
to say that Devadatta as qualified by one set of determinants 
(i.e., Devadatta-of-the-past time-and-place) is identical 
with this Devadatta as qualified by another set of 
determinants (i.e., Devadatta-of-the-present-time-and- 
place). The meaning intended to be conveyed by this 
sentence is oneriess or identity of the person concerned”. 


The above view proceeds on the following 
assumption™; the sentence so’yam devadattah, consisting 
of words in co-ordinate relation conveys the sense of 
identity. But the primary senses of sak and ayam are 
complex entities, and so there cannot be any identity 


53. Some problems in the Epistemology and 
Metaphysics of Ramanuja,. pp. 27-28. 
34. Paramarthabhisana, p.343. 
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between the two. Ifidentity between the complex entities 
is insisted upon, then one will be forced to admit the 
identity of the adjectival features also. of the complex 
entities, which, however, is an impossibility. The 
adjectival features are abandoned and the substantive 
features alone are taken into account. 


The view set forth in the above paragraph, however, 
does not hold good. It is not an invariable rule that the 
identity of complex entities requires identity of the adjec- 
tival features as well. For example, in instances like the 
expression nilo ghatah, etc., itis obvious that there cannot 
be identity between the two adjectival features - nilatva 
and ghatatva, and hence the visesana-s have to be dropped, 
in accordance with the above view. But that proposition 
is not accepted by the Advaitin either. Ifthat is accepted, 
then it would suffice to cite any instance of 
sG@manadhikaranya as evidence for portraying a 
nirvisesavastu and there is no need to cite the specific 
instance of so'yam devadattah. 


Further, in the instance of so ‘yam devadattah, when 
we observe the intention of the speaker and also the 
subsequent sense understood by the listener, it is not seen 
that there is any non-relational sense. Here the intention 
of the speaker is to convey the sense that the person 
Devadatta, who is seen in the present time at the present 
place, is the same as the one seen at a different time in a 
different place. It is not absurd to say that that Devadatta 
as qualified by one set of determinatnts (i.e., Devadatta- 
of-the-past-time-and- place) is identical with this. 
Devadatta as qualified by another set of determinants (i.e., 
Devadatta-of-the-present- time-and-place). 


If Devadatta is said to be present at two places at the 
same time then it would be absurd. But he is said to exist 
at two places at two different points of time. It is an 
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observed fact and also is the sense that is intended to be 
conveyed by the speaker. If the adjectival features are to 
be abandoned, then it would be against the intention of 
the speaker. Morever, it is not noticed to be so in ordinary 
experience. The existence of one and the same person at 
two different places is possible, at two different times. If 
it is not accepted that the same person could exist at two 
different points of time, then it would amount to accepting 
the doctrine of momentariness of the Buddhists. But, 
the Advaitin accepts that, at the empirical level objects of 
the world are enduring and not momentary. Hence the 
passage so ‘yam devadattah conveys the sense of identity 
of the person seen at a different place and at a different 
time. The adjectival features need not be dropped. That 
is, one need not resort to secondary signification. 


It comes to this that the expression, so ‘yar devadattah 
does not convey the sense of bare identity which is not the 
function of words in co-ordinate relation either. 


2.3.3. PERCEPTION COMPREHENDS ONLY A 
SAVISESAVASTU 


Famanuja accepts the classification of pratyaksa into 
two types as nirvikalpaka and savikalpaka. But he holds 
that both the types of perception comprehend only 
savisesavastu-s. In regard to savikalpakapratyaksa, there 
is no disagreement with reference to the fact that it 
comprehends only a differentiated entity. But in regard to 
the content of nirvikalpakapratyaksa, there is divergence 
of opinion among philosophers. The Advaitin holds that 
the content of nirvikalpakapratyaksa is nirvisesa. 
Ramanuja argues that itis only savisesa. 
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2.3.4 NIRVIKALPAKA AND SAVIKALPAKA 
PRATYAKSA DEFINED 


According to Ramanuja, among a class of objects, 
when an object is cognized for the first time, it, is 
nirvikalpakapratyaksa. 


nirvikalpam ekajatiyadravyesu prathama- 
pindagrahanam*> 


And the cognition of objects of the same class 
subsequently is savikalpaka. 


dvitiyadipindagrahanam savikalpakamityucycate**® 


The distinction between the two lies in the fact that 
when an object is perceived for the first time, it is perceived 
as something new without any reference to its having been 
seen before. In the case of cognizing an object of the same 
class subsequently there is a sense of familiarity. It is 
cognized as belonging to the specific class, in addition to 
there being the cognition of the object itself. In fact, in 
the case of savikalpaka, the familiarity caused is because 
of the fact that the object with all the attributes is cognized 
in the nirvikalpaka itself. Hence even in 
nirvikalpakapratyaksa an object is cognized only as 
saviSesa as that is what is testified to by direct experience 
also. In fact, in ordinary experience, an object devoid of 
all attributes is never discerned. Whenever an object is 
cognized, it is cognized as that particular object and it is 
because of the perception of its specific configuration. 
Thus there is no doubting the fact that, whenever an object 
is perceived, it is perceived with specific visesana-s. What 
is at issue is whether it is perceived as a familiar one and 
as a known object,or as a totally new object. There, 


55. S.B., Lil. Vol.1 (Part), p.118 
56. Loc. cit. 
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however, is no denying the fact that even when an object 
is perceived as totally new, it is percetved with its specific 
configuration which is jati, for, even that (7ati) is to be 
grasped only through indriya-s. And without the grasping 
of jati, it is not possible to ascertain an object as itis. Thus 
even nirvikalpakapratyaksa involves reference to an object 
as associated with specific features (savisesa)”’. 


Thus, in the scheme of Ramanuja, there is no 
qualitative difference between the two types of perceptions 
- nirvikalpaka and savikalpaka, as both comprehend only 
a differentiated object (savisesavastu). This, in fact, is 
more in accordance with experience. 


2.3.5. ANUMANA CANNOT COMPREHEND A 
NIRVISESAVASTU 


Anumadna, as the name itself suggests,is a pramdana 
that comes into operation after pratyaksa. There is first 
the knowledge of the hetu in the paksa through pratyaksa 
from which the presence of the sadhya is inferred. Hence 
if Brahman is to be proved as nirvisesa, then a hetu, in 
Brahman should be cited to prove that it is nirvisesa. But 
the very fact of the presence of a hetu in Brahman will 
make it savisesa and hence it is not possible to prove 
Brahman to be nirvisesa through anumana. As Ramanuja 
puts it, the assertion that something is nirvisesa because it 
is of such special nature, is similar to the one that one’s 
own mother is barren. 

vastugata svabhavavisesaih tadeva vastu 
nirvisesam iti vadan jananivandhyatva 
pratijnayamiva svavagvirodham api na janati®. 

Hence anumana could not prove a nirvisesavastu. 


57, ibid. pp. 117-120. 
58, ibid. p.123. 
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2.3.6 IN DEFENCE OF DIFFERENCE 


According to Ramanuja, it is not only that there is no 
pramana in regard to an undifferentiated Brahman, but 
also that difference as an entity, cannot be dismissed as 
illusory. Difference is sought to be dismissed as a pseudo- 
concept, by the Advaitin, on two grounds: One is: 
perception comprehends pure being alone (sanmatra) and 
is incapable of comprehending difference. Another is: 
difference as a concept cannot stand the test of logical 
scrutiny. 


Ramanuja’s chief objection is directed against the view 
that perception comprehends the pure being alone. 
According to him, it is neither experienced, nor can be 
proved to be so.If the whole of pratyaksa comprehends 
the pure being (sanmd@itra) alone, then there is no need to 
classify it as nirvikalpaka and savikalpaka. Even according 
to the Advaitin, the content of savikalpakapratyaksa is 
only a differentiated object (savisesavastu). Hence it is 
contradictory to say that pratvaksa comprehends only an 
undifferentiated being. 


Further. if difference is not cognized, then how does 
one in need of a horse turn back on seeing a buffalo? Hence 
the fact that there is an experience of difference through 
pratyaksa cannot be denied. It is no argument to say that 
it is experienced but it is only illusory. This is because, it 
cannot be similar to instances of illusions like shell- silver: 
for, the experience of difference is never contradicted 
like that of shell-silver; on the other hand, it is seen to be 
confirmed again and again. Further, in the case of 
perception of difference, no defect is noticed in the sense- 
organ and there is the knowledge of bheda, when all the 
conditions for the rise of knowledge are satisfied - 
conditions which are absolutely independent of the 
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knowing subject. And this knowledge, by virtue of being 
knowledge, is self-valid and there is no valid reason to 
deny its validity. Hence when there is neither defect in 
the sense-organs nor sublation at a later state, there is 
absolutely no reason to dismiss bheda as false™. 


It has been pointed out that difference as a concept 
cannot not be proved because of several logical 
difficulties®'. First, difference, it has been contended, 
cannot be of nature of the object itself (vastusvaripa), nor 
can it be its specific attribute (dharma), for, there arise 
difficulties to either of the two views. But according to 
Ram&nuja, though difference is not of the nature of the 
object (svariipa), it is its dharma. That is, when an object 
is cognized, it is cognized as being shaped in a particular 
fashion. And this specific disposition is called the 
samsthana, which alone is responsible for cognizing an 
object as a distinct one. In fact, according to Ramanuja, 
what is known as jGti, is nothing but samsthana, for there 
is nothing known as /ati apart from this, which is ever 
perceived. 


It has been pointed out earlier that if difference is a 
dharma, then it ought to be different from the object and 
that difference again should be different from the object, 
and so on, ad infinitum. Hence difference cannot be 
proved, as it is associated with the defect of infinite 
regress”. But now difference is held to be nothing but 
samsthana or jdati, which is capable of distinguishing the 
object from others as well as distinguishing itself (svapara- 
nirvahaka). This is similar to colour making an object 


59. BSS.B., Li.4 

60. Visistadvaitasiddhih. p.215 
61. infra. pp. 33-34 

62. infra. p. 34 
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visible and remaining itself visible without the need for 
any other aid. Hence there is no question of the defect of 
infinite regress. 


Again it was observed earlier, that difference could 
not be proved due to anyonyasrayana. That is, difference 
could be comprehended only when jati is comprehended, 
and the comprehension of jati is dependent upon the 
comprehension of difference. The defect of 
anyonyasrayana is clear. Hence, difference could not 
be proved. According to Ramanuja, however, there is no 
room for anyonydSrayana at all, as both jdti and 
difference are one and the same. 


2.3.7. ON THE IDENTITY OF SAMSTHANA, 
JATI AND BHEDA 


Our observation of the world shows that there arises 
the notion of commonness among several objects of the 
same kind like cows, dogs, etc., and also the notion of 
distinction of like objects from unlike ones. This, 
according to the Nydya-Vaisesika-s, is due to the function 
of jati or samanya. According to them, it is due to jati 
that there arises the notion of similarity among objects of 
the same class and also the idea of distinction among 
objects of different classes. Hence they accept it as a 
separate category and define it as nityam, ekam and 
anekanugatam (eternal, one and all-pervasive). 


Whereas according to Ramanuja, it is true that there 
arises the notion of similarity and distinction in the above 
manner, it is not necessary to postulate a separate entity 
known as jati for the purpose specified’ above. It is the 
specific configuration of called samsthdna that causes the 
notion of similarity among objects of the same class and 
that of distinction of the object belonging to one class from 
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that of another. Apart from sarmsthdna, there is never 
noticed anything known as jati, as claimed by the Nyaya- 
Vaisesika-s. 


samsthanatirekino ‘nekesu ekakara buddhi- 
bodhyasyadarsanat®. 


Hence, according to Ramanuja, the postulation of a 
separate principle known as /@ti is quite unwarranted on 
the ground mentioned above. Further, samsthana is 
accepted even by the advocates of jati and hence jati 
becomes superfluous, as its function is carried out by 
samsthana itself. Hence the fact is that, what is known as 
jati is noting but samsthana itself, and not something apart 
from that, as no such thing is observed in common parlance. 


atirekavadepi samsthanasya sampratipannatvacca 

samsthanameva jatih™. 

Samsthdna is defined as the unique configuration of 
an object, which has to be reckoned for each object. 

samsthanam nama sva-asaidharanam riipam iti 


yathavastu samsthanam anusandheyam®. 


Further, there arises the notion of bheda only upon 
the comprehension of /ati and here again there is observed 
nothing known as bheda, as a separate entity. Hence bheda 
is nothing but jazi itself. 


Now, the following objection suggests itself: ati 
cannot be equated with bheda, for the simple reason that 
bheda is relative, while jati is independent. That is, the 
word bheda expects some pratiyogin to convey its 
meaning, whereas jati conveys its meaning independently. 


63. SB, Lil. Voll (Part), p.126 
64. Loc.cit 
65. ibid., pp. 126-127 
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But, according to Sudarsana Siri, this difficulty does 
not arise. That is, even according to those who admit 
bheda as distinct from a jati like gotva, the abhava of 
abhava (non-existence of non-existence) is accepted to be 
without any need of a pratiyogin, or else the process will 
involve the fallacy of infinite regress. Further, it is not 
observed in common experience too. Similar is the case 
with bheda, which is said to be nothing but jati. What‘is 
to be noted here is that gotva, etc., which are class - 
characteristics distinguish an object irrespective of whether 
they are viewed as j@ti or bheda. When there arises specific 
usage as bheda with respect to something else, there arises 
the need for a pratiyogin; and when there is no such usage, 
there is no such need also. Thus, it is only the verbai usage 
that makes the difference, while the object remains the 
sanie and discharges the same function. 


Another objection may arise, and it is as follows: if 
jati and bheda are one and the same, then whenever 
there is reference to /Gti (like gotva), there should be 
reference to bheda as well, for both are the same. 
Ram@anuja’s reply to this is that, there does exist such a 
reference, in as much as there is reference to gotva. And 
what is referred to as goiva is nothing but the distinction 
of the object from all other objects. Once the distinct 
configuration of the object such as gotva is 
apprehended, there is observed the absence of the 
knowledge or verbal usage about any other object. The 
notion of identity (abheda) after all could be removed only 
through the apprehension of bheda*’. 


Hence, according to Ramanuja, when an object is 
perceived as the particular object, it is perceived through 
its specific samsthana, which alone, in the final analysis, 


66. §P. on SB. Lil, Voll (Part!) p.128. 
67. §B, Lil, Voll (PartI) pp.128-129 
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is jati, as nothing apart from it is neither observed nor 
needed. Further, as this itself serves as the distinguishing 
feature of the object, samsthana or jati itself is bheda as 
here too nothing known as bheda is apprehended apart 
from this. When there is the specific intention to express 
the distinction of one object from another as ayam asmat 
bhinnah, there arises the usage bhinnah and never 
independently. Nevertheless bheda remains perceived. It 
was noticed earlier that as pratyaksa is momentary 
(ekaksanavarti) it is not possible for it to grasp the object 
as well as bheda within that one moment®.But in the wake 
of the above clarification that bheda is nothing but jati 
itself, even granting that pratyaksa is momentary, bheda 
stands comprehended. This is because, as pointed out 
earlier, when an object is grasped it is grasped along with 
its samsthdna and hence the very fact that the object is 
grasped as such, proves that bheda is comprehended, as 
bheda is nothing but samsthana or jati®’. 


In fact, according to Sudargana Sti, it is sheer dogma 
to hold that pratyaksa is ksanika. That there is the appre- 
hension of bheda separately cannot be dismissed as 
illusory, on the ground that pratyaksa is ksanika and hence 
cannot remain as long as there is recollection of the 
pratiyogin. This is because, from what is observed, any 
jtidna should be admitted to persist as long as it is needed 
to carry out its function. Hence in the present case, even 
‘if there should be some delay caused due to the time taken 
for recollection, pratyaksa should still be admitted to 
remain that long. But as bheda has been proved to be 
samsthGna or jati itself, even granting the piirvapaksa view 
that pratyaksa is ksanika, bheda is proved to be grasped. 


68. infra. pp 31-32 
69. $B. Lil, Voll (Part D p 124. 
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pratiyogismaranakrtavilambe satyapi jranasya 
yavatkaryasiddhi sthiratvam kalpyam, tathapi 
pratiyoginirapeksa jatyaderbhedatvena eka- 
ksanavartitve'pi pratyaksasya, bhedasya 
sugrahatvat ditrotsaritam iti bha@vah” 


To sum up : the notion of commonness that arises 
among several objects of the same kind has led 
philosophers like the Nyaya-Vaisesika-s to postulate a 
separate entity called jati, which is seen as a unifying 
concept. Again as each object is seen to be distinct, it was 
argued that there should be some aspect called bheda, 
which is responsible for the notion of difference. But, 
according to Ramanuja, it is samsthana or the specific 
configuration which does the function of both. That is, in 
as much as it produces the notion of commonness, it serves 
as jati and as it distinguishes the object, it serves as bheda. 
Hence apart from samsthana then is nothing known as 
jati or bheda, as neither of the two is warranted nor 
corroborated by observed facts. 


2.3.8. ILLUSORINESS - UNINTELLIGIBILITY 
OF THE ADVAITIC ARGUMENTS 


It was earlier contended by the Advaitin that an 
examination of the nature of the objects of the world shows 
that they cannot be held to be real or an absolute nothing 
but have to be treated as illusory. 


This is because, that whichever is variable 
(vyavartamdna) and sublated (badhita) is not real and that 
which is unchanging (anuvartamana) and unsublated 
(abadhita) is real. 


70. S.P.on S.B., Lil, Vol.l (Part 1) p.123. 
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But, according to Ram&anuja, the concepts of badha 
and nivriti are thoroughly misinterpreted by the Advaitin. 
When there is a direct conflict between two cognitions, 
then, one is subject to sublation and another sublates. That 
is, if something which is seen in a particular place at a 
particular time is found upon subsequent verification, not 
to have been present at the same piace at the same time, 
then there is conflict between the two cognitions, and the 
one which is valid and consequently powerful, sublates 
the other. On the other hand, that which is found at one 
place at a particular time is not found at another place at 
another or at the same time, then there is absolutely no 
conflict between the two, and hence there is no question 
of one getting sublated by the other”. 


In the instance of shell-silver, silver which was found 
at a particular place at a previous time is subsequently 
found to be stultified. That is, when verified later on, it is 
noticed that silver was never present in the place where it 
was found at the time when it was perceived. Hence the 
cognition of silver is sublated by the subsequent cognition 
and so silver found in shell is said to be illusory. But ghaia, 
pata, etc., cannot be said to be illusory because of the fact 
that they are never noticed to be not present at the place 
where and at the time when they were perceived. Thus as 
the objects of the world like ghata, pata, etc., are not 


illusory, it cannot be contended that pure being alone is 
the Ultimate Reality. 


Another contention that existence (sat) itself is 
knowledge (anubhiiti)”, also can be seen to be not valid. 
It was contended that if existence were said to become an 
object of knowledge, then the two will have to be accepted 


11. SB, Lid, Voll (Part 1) p.132 
72. infra. pp. 36-37 


60 


NATURE OF REALITY 


as different which will end in accepting bheda as a 
padartha. But as difference as an entity has been shown 
to be impossible, there cannot be difference between sat 
and anubhiiti and hence both have to be accepted as one 
and the same. 


But, as explained earlier, according to Ramanuja, 
bheda cannot be negated. And in the case of sat and 
anubhiiti the difference between the two is given in 
perception and is never sublated. And there is no valid 
reason to show that difference is iilusory. Hence it is not 
proper to-hold that the two - sat and anubhiiti, are the 
same. 


Thus when sattva is something which is cognized 
through knowledge, it is not proper to equate the sat and 
knowledge. Further, as saftva becomes an object of 
knowledge it is not possible to undo the difference between 
them. Thus anudbhiii itself is not existence. 


2.3.9. SELF-LUMINOSITY OF KNOWLEDGE — 
RAMANUJA’S VIEW 


Though Ramanuja subscribes to the fact that 
knowledge is self-manifest, yet, he differs from the 
Advaitin’s view that it is invariably self-manifest and never 
an object of another cognition. According to him, 
knowledge is self-manifest, at the time of revealing objects 
of the world to the self. But it is not a sine qua non that it 
should be self-manifest at all times, for that is not only 
opposed to experience but also lands us in several 
difficulties. From the specific activities of other, like 
appropriating or avoiding the objects of the world, it is 
inferred that they have got knowledge about those objects. 
Hence the knowledge of other people is only paraprakasa 
to others. Even in one’s own case, one’s past knowledge 
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is not svaprakasa at the present time, for it is known at the 
present time as past knowledge as aham ajndsisam. Hence 
it is not proper to say that anubhtti is necessarily 
svaprakaga, by virtue of its being an anubhiuti”? 


Again, it was observed earlier that anubhiiti cannot 
be objectified. That is, if anubhiti itself is apprehended 
by another anubhiiti, then not only will its svaprakasatva 
be lost, but also it will become similar to the objects of the 
world, with the result that it will become devoid of its 
character of being anubhiiti™. 


But this is an obviously absurd proposition. It is a 
matter of experience that the knowledge of others is not 
directly experienced by us but only indirectly inferred. 
Hence those are not svaprakasa to us. Similarly our own 
past knowledge is not directly experienced in the present 
time and hence is not svaprak@isa at the present time. And 
on this account they do not lose their character of being 
knowledge. 


According to Ramanuja there is no justification to hold 
that knowledge is essentially svaprakasa and never 
paraprakdsa. Seen in the larger perspective of the conduct 
of the worldly affairs, it is seen that, it is through language 
that men communicate their experiences, ideas, etc. But 
if knowledge is held to be essentially svapraka@sa, it may 
not be possible to grasp the relation between words and 
meanings because words are the tools for communicating 
knowledge, and this means that knowledge is paraprakdsa. 
Hence if knowledge is said to be never paraprakasa, words 
will never is efficacious to convey one’s ideas, etc., and 
hence, observes Ramanuja, the entire process of verbal 


73. SB. Vil, Voll (Part]) p.134. 
74. infra. pp.38-39 
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communication will be eliminated from mankind”. Hence, 
according to Ramanuja, jfiana is svaprakdsa, no doubt 
but,at the same time the fact of its being paraprakasa, 
could not be gainsaid. 


That knowledge is invariably svaprakdsa is cited as 
an evidence to show that knowledge could never become 
an object of another knowledge. And it is contended that 
if jfidna becomes an object of another jfdna then it will 
lose its character of being jana, for jfidna is a manifesting 
factor and objects are manifested. The manifesting factor 
itself cannot become manifested. 


But, according to Ramanuja, it is wrong to say that, 
that which is experienced is essentially an object, and that 
consciousness can never partake of the nature of an object. 
According to him to be conscious, is to be conscious of 
something. That is, jndna reveals itself only when it 
reveals some object. At other times it remains only as a 
potency of the self to apprehend objects, and is not 
svapraka@$a at that time. 


yattu jfidnasya svayamprakasatvam uktam 
tadvisaya- prakasanavelayam jflatuh Gtmanah 
tathaiva; na tu sarvesam sarvada tathaiveti 
niyamo ’sti’®. 


Hence, knowledge is that which manifests itself to its 
substratum, as and when it is present or that which 
manifests its objects to its substratum. 


ioral « 4 (mad — t Sine.) 
anubhiititvam na@ma vartamana dasayam 
« wf ad « Daeg ‘ —_ 
svasattayaiva svasrayam prati prakasamanatvam; 
svasattayaiva sva@visaya sadhanatvam va". 


75. $3 Lil, Voll (PartI) p.134. 
76. Loc.cit. 
77. Loc.cit 
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In as much as these characteristics remain unaffected, 
it is immaterial whether consciousness becomes an object 
of another consciousness or not. The fact of conciousness. 
being apprehended by another would in no way affect the 
characteristic of consciousness and render it insentient. 


In fact objects of the world such as ghata and the like, 
are insentient, not because they become objects of 
knowledge but because they are incapable of manifesting 
themselves or others. Thus when there is direct perceptual 
evidence of jfidna being comprehended by another, it is 
not justified to hold something contrary to this position 
on the basis of false logic. 


2.3.10 ON THE ETERNITY OF CONSCIOUSNESS: 
UNTENABILITY OF THE ADVAITIC VIEW 


It was earlier pointed out that consciousness has to be 
accepted as eternal. This is because consciousness being 
self-manifest and being an object of another consciousness 
cannot be proved to be subject to origination. 


It is thus: jnGndbha@va can never be known. It is 
because in order that there may arise a cognition of the 
absence of an object, it is necessary that, that object must 
be known. Hence in order to have the cognition of 
jnaGnabhava, we require the cognition of the jana. Since 
jndna is present, it cannot be negated. To get over this 
difficulty, if it is argued that jAdna is not known, then one 
could not negate knowledge at all. So, it is not possible to 
prove jidnabhava. And this suggests that jfidna is not 
subject to origination. This in turn precludes the possibility 
of the five other vikdra-s like existence, growth, 
transformation, decay and destruction. Hence /jfidna is 
eternal. 
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But, according to Ramanuja, it is rather strange to hold 
that, the antecedent non-existence of j#dna could not be 
comprehended, for it is well comprehended by jfdna itself. 
The rule that anubhiiti should be present in order to grasp 
its abhava is a self-imposed restriction, not warranted by 
facts. That is, it is not arule that Adana could comprehend 
only objects that are present simultaneously: for, then it 
would become impossible for it to comprehend past and 
future objects. It is observed only in the case of pratvaksa, 
which operates through sense-organs, that it grasps objects 
that are present at the time of its functioning. But this rule 
cannot be applied in the case of jfdna as whole; for it is 
observed in the case of recollection, inference or 
yogipratyaksa that objects of different times are 
apprehended”. 


Another contention of the Advaitin is that as 
consciousness is not subject to origination, all the other 
vikara-s also are naturally precluded in respect of it and 
hence it is eternal. But, according to Ram@anuja, this 
inference cannot be drawn as it lacks correspondence 
elsewhere. For instance, pragabhava which has no 
origination is accepted to be subject to destruction. If it is 
held that it is applicable only to positive entities and not to 
abhava, still the rule fails in the case of avidyd, accepted 
by the Advaitin. That is, avidya, according to Advaita, is 
not originated at a particular point of time, but still it 
undergoes all the vikdra-s and is eventually destroyed when 
there dawns the right knowledge. Hence non-origination 
cannot be cited as a cause to deduce that something is free 
from vikara-s or that it is eternal”. 


78. ibid p.136. 
79. ibid., p.141 
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Yet another contention of the Advaitin is that, 
consciousness, by virtue of being unoriginated does not 
admit of differentiation within itself or without®. This 
again is rejected by Ram@nuja, on the ground that the 
distinction of consciousness from the body, sense-organs, 
etc., cannot be denied. Atman, in fact is essentially 
differentiated from them. It is no argument to say that 
that differentiation is only illusory and not real, for such a 
distinction (as real differentiation and illusory 
differentiation) is untenable in the scheme of Advaita, 
because of the fact that there is no such thing as real 
differentiation, according to Advaita. What is more, 
observes Ramanuja, if avidya is not accepted to be really 
different from Brahman, then it will tantamount to saying 
that Brahman itselfis avidya. 


avidyayah atmanah paramarthato vibhagabhave 


sati vastuto hyavidyaiva syadatma®'. 


2.3.11 THE SELF IS THE CONTENT OF 
I-COGNITION 


It was pointed out earlier, on the basis of several 
arguments, that according to Advaita, Gtman cannot be 
the content of the I-cognition. And the Advaitic contention 
centered mainly on three arguments: 


(i) if the self knows itself as I, then there would arise 
the defect of the self itself becoming the subject as 
well as the object of the knowledge of I, which, 
however, is an impossibility; 

(ii) ifthe self knows itself as I, then, there will result 


change or vikdra, as knowership essentially involves 
change; and, 


80. Loc. cit. 
81. ibid., p.142 
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(ili) the I-cognition never continues in the states 
of deep-sleep and liberation, which testifies to the 
fact that the notion of I is not intrinsic to the self. 


Actually the cognition of ‘I’ involves the larger 
question of knowership itself, and according to Advaita, 
knowership is an acquired feature and not the essential 
nature of the self. Thus the Advaitin contends that the 
I-cognition is the foremost of all adhyGsa-s, and it does 
not belong to the self. 


But, according to Ram@anuja, the content of the 
I- cognition is the self, which is a whole and does not 
consist of analyzable constituents as idam and anidam. 
The self represented by ‘I’ is not illusory, but a real and an 
ultimate entity in itself. The Advaitin holds the subject- 
object combination as wholly impossible, and therefore 
feels that he is compelled to explain the same as consisting 
of two elements®. 


According to Ramanuja, however, it is improper to 
say that the ‘I’ is not the self, as it amounts to saying that 
the self is not the self. It is the nature of the self to know 
itself as ‘I’. If release means the self free from the notion 
of ‘I’, then that would be nothing short of destroying the 
self itself, in which case, moksa will cease to be a desired 
end. One assiduously pursues all that is prescribed in 
scriptures with a view to attain release under the hope, “I 
will get removed of all the traces of pain and enjoy infinite 
bliss in moksa’”’. But if the ‘TP’ itself were to be destroyed 
in moksa, then it will no longer be a cherished end at all. 

nirastakhiladuhkho’ham ananta@nandabhak svarat 

bhaveyamiti moksarthi sravanadau pravartate 
ahamarthavinasascet moksa ityadhyavasyati 
apasarpedasaumoksakathaprasthavagandhatah*, 


82. cf, Outlines of Indian Philosophy, pp.354-355 
83. SB, Lil, Voll (Part!) p.148 
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Whereas the Advaitin maintains a sharp division 
between the knowing subject and the object known, 
holding that one cannot become the other, Ramanuja feels 
that it should be the other way round. The subject, without 
first knowing itself, cannot know something else. In fact, 
the notion of svayamprakasatva starts with the self. The 
self is said to be svayamprak@sa, because it knows itself 
as I. And this aspect of the self is called pratyaktva, as 
opposed to pardktva in the case of external objects. 
Pratyaktva is defined as being revealed to oneself - svasmai 
bhisamanatvam pratyaktvam*™. And it is this 
characteristic that distinguishes the self from the not-self,” 
which certainly is not due to any false identification. 


The Advaita too, though holds the self to be 
svayamprakasa, yet does not hold that it knows itself. But, 
on the other hand, it defines svayamprakasatva as 
“revelation without any aid’. But according to Ramanuja, 
it is meaningless to say that self-luminosity means 
revelation without any aid as that would need further 
explanation. Is it something that is revealed or the self 
itself? 


And to whom does this revelation occur? If the term 
revelation is conceived in the ordinary parlance of the 
term, then being a relative term, it would necessarily 
involve an object and subject, for that is how it is found in 
common parlance. If on the other hand, it is conceived in 
any special sense, then, that is not warranted because, there 
is no vedic or classical usage to support that view. 


prakasatvadeva kasyacideva bhavet 
dipadiprakasavat ... samvidanubhiiti- 
jaanadisabdah sambandhi sabdah iti 


{ 
84. SP. on S.B, Lid, Voll (Part]) p.147 
85. cf, Outlines of Indian Philosophy, p.343. 
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sabdartavidah. na hi lokavedayoh janatyader 
akarmakasya akartrkasya ca prayogo 
drstacarah*®. 


Hence to be the subject and the object of cognition (in 
the case of the I-cognition) is no contradiction at all, and 
it does not split the self into two, as consciousness and 
antahkarana. 


The next argument is that if the self knows itself, then 
it will become a knower, and as knowership essentially 
involves change, it cannot be intrinsic to the unchanging 
Atman. Hence this jAatrtva which is illusory, rightly 
belongs to the changing antahkarana, which feature is 
falsely superimposed upon the self. Further, if knowership, 
being a form of agency (i.e., kartrtva, in the act of knowing) 
belongs to the self, then it will only be similar to the body 
and in that case, the self would lose its self-hood itself. 


To Ramanuja, however, it is just the opposite. That is 
jfidtrtva is something special to a sentient being and to 
postulate it to an insentient antahkarana goes against all 
logic. He says “cetana asadharanadharmatvat 
jratrtvasya’*’. If jnatrtva cannot be admitted to the self 
on the ground that it involves change, then it is all the 
more impossible to admit it to the antahkarana on several 
other grounds. The antahkarana is similar to the body in 
many respects like being insentient, being an effect of 
prakrti, being parak, etc., and how could something 
(jndtrtva, in the present instance) which is not possible to 
the body, become possible to the antahkarana either? 


In fact, all the reasoning that preclude knowership with 
réspect to the body, hold equally good in respect of an 


86. SB. Lil, Voll (Part I) p.125 
87. ibid., p.158 
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analogous antahkarana, and hence antahkarana could 
never be a knower. 


yatha dehadih drsyatvaparaktvadihetubhih 
tatpratyanika drastrtvapratyaktvader vivicyate 
evam antahkarana-riipa-ahankaro ‘pi 
taddravyatvadeva taireva hetubhih 
tasmdadvivicyate iti®. 


2.3.12. JNATRTVA EXPLAINED 


The chief objection of Advaita against the self being 
viewed as a jfidta is that jfdtrtva would involve change. 
But, according to Ram@nuja, it is not so. JAatrtva means 
to be endowed with knowledge (jna@trtvam hi 
Jiianagundsrayatvam’*’). 


That is, the self, which is eternal, is ever endowed 
with the quality called knowledge. It is a unique dharma 
of the self, which (dharma) in its natural state will be all 
pervasive. But while the self is in bodily existence, this 
knowledge, called the dharmabhiitajidna is subject to 
contraction and expansion due to karma. That is, while 
the self is confined to the body, the dharmabhiitajnana 
operates through the sense-organs, and consequently there 
is expansion and contraction due to which, it is said, 
knowledge has arisen or knowledge is destroyed. And 
during such states, jndtrtva involves change, as 
dharmabhitajfana expands and contracts. Such change 
however is not inadmissible, as it is in accordance with 
scriptural declarations. 


88. Loc.cit. 
89. ibid., p. 159. 
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f uch, im 
Sudarsana Stiri observes here 


tadrsavikriyatmakatvam pramanikatvat 
istamityarthah; acetanavat parinamo 
hi anabhyupagatah”. 


Still the dharmi remains changeless and hence there 
is no conflict with the sruti-s which declare the self to be 
changeless. It is on the basis of scriptural declarations 
that the nature of self, and of other factors are determined, 
and they are verified later when there actually occurs reali- 
zation of the self at the state of moksa. And it is seen that 
scriptures declare the self not only as jana, but also as 
jfidta and the author of the siitra-s expressly confirms the 
view in the aphorism jfio ‘ta eva®'. Hence knowership is 
intrinsic to the self. Still at the state of release, the 
dharmabhitajhana expands to the maximum, and thus 
there is-no change in it also at that state. Thus the 
nirvikaratvasruti-s can be taken to declare the self to be 
changeless at that state. 


It may be noted here that when it is said that the 
dharmijndna knows itself as ‘I’, it does not know itself 
like an object, pot, etc. But on the other hand, it is the 
nature of the self to be manifesting at all times as ‘I’. 
Hence, in the case of dharmi there is no question of change 
at all. 


Thus jfdtrtva, according to Ramanuja is an essential 
feature of the self. 


But some Advaitins hold that jfdirtva is not possible 
either to the changeless atman or the insentient 
antahkarana. But a unity of the two brings about it. In 
this connection Prof. Hiriyanna writes: 


f 
90. SP. on SB. Lil, Voll (Part 1 p.160 
91. BS. Il. iii. 19. 
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“Thus it is only the unity of the passive saksin and 
the active antahkarana that is real for all practical purposes. 
That is what knows feels and wills”’? 


But still the question remains how jnatrtva which is 
absent in either could arise through a union of the two. It 
is no argument to say that due to the association of 
consciousness, belonging to the self, the antahkarana 
partakes of the nature of a knower, on the analogy of an 
iron-rod, which by itself could not burn, but burns due to 
the association with heat. This is because, what is present 
in fire, namely, heat, could be transferred to iron; but in 
the case of the self, /Adtrtva being not present in it could 
not be transferred to the antahkarana. 


atha agnisamparkat ayahpinda  ausnyavat 
citsamparkat jiidtrtvopalabdhiriti; naitat; samvidi 
vastava jnatrtva anabhyupagamaddeva na 
tatsamparkat ahankare jnatrtvam tadupalabdhir 
va", 


The third argument advanced by the Advaitin to prove 
that the I-cognition does not belong to the self, is that it is 
not found in deep-sleep and after release. 


Actually deep-sleep seems to be a very mysterious 
state in man’s life. It occurs almost daily and universally 
to all, but still little is known about it. It is characterized 
by the cessation of all knowledge, and the sense-organs 
including the mind cease to function during that state. Now 
Advaita contends that there is the experience of pure 
unsullied bliss devoid of all characterizations including 
even the notion of ‘I’ at that state, based on subsequent 
recollections in the form sukhamaham asv@psam (I slept 
happily) et@vantam kalam na kificidaham ajnasisam 


92. Qutlines of Indian Philosophy, p.343. 
93. SB. Lil. Vol. (Part I p.161 
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(All this time (during sleep) I did not know anything) and 
mamapyaham no jfdtavan (1 did not know even myself)”. 


According to Advaita, these are adequate proofs to 
show that the notion of ‘I’ does not continue during deep- 
sleep, and that knowership is quite extraneous to the self, 
and there is the experience of pure unsullied bliss at that 
state. 


But Ram4nuja proves precisely on the basis of these 
recollections that, the self ever remains cognized as ‘T’ 
which continues even during deep-sleep, and that 
knowership is an essential characteristic of the self. 


According to him, every living species is aware of 
itself at all times as ‘I’. During deep-sleep, which is caused 
due to the influence of the tamoguna, there is no experience 
of external objects as all the sense-organs cease to func- 
tion, and dharmabhiitajfidna which gets greatly contracted 
remains as a mere potency to know. Nevertheless, there 
continues the uniform experience of ‘I’, as that is how the 
self knows itself. In fact, the manifestation of the self 
itself is of the form of ‘I’. But during deep-sleep, as there 
isno experience of anything else to contrast it from the I- 
cognition, the ahampratyaya is rather unclear, but still there 
never occurs its total cessation. 


tamoguna abhibhavat paragatha anubhava 
abhavacca ahamarthasya_ viviktasphuta 
pratibhasa abhave ‘pi aprabodhat ahamityeka- 
karena atmanah sphuranat susuptavapi na 
ahambhavavigamah?>. 


The Advaitic contention is that there is the experience 
of nirvisescaitanya during deep-sleep. But there is no 


94. Pancapadika, pp. 96-97 
95. SB,111, Voll (Part D, p.166 
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recollection of such an experience, and in the absence of 
any other evidence to that effect, it is not proper to hold 
that there is such an experience. Another incompatibility 
is that there is no experient to experience such an 
experience, and if nobody has experienced it, there is no 
proof that it had actually been there. In fact, the subsequent 
recollection cited proves the contrary. 


The recollection is of the form sukham aham 
asvapsam. This goes only to prove that Atman, by nature 
is blissful and is an experient. As it is impossible for the 
self to recollect something which it had not experienced 
earlier, the said recollection only proves the actual 
experience of bliss at that state, by the self, which would 
not have been possible had there been the cessation of 
ahampratyaya. 


If the notion of ‘I’ does not continue in the state of 
deep- sleep, then there is no possibility on the part of one 
to continue one’s activity left unfinished before one had 
gone for sleep nor is it possible to have the recollection of 
objects experienced prior to sleep. 


Another proof set forth by the Advaitin, to establish 
the absence of knowership in the state of deep-sleep is 
recollection of the form et@vantam kalam na kificit aham 
ajfidsisam. According to Ramanuja, this recollection 
proves exactly the opposite view, namely, that the notion 
of ‘I’ persists throughout. It does not prove the absence of 
ahampratyaya; on the other hand, it only shows the 
absence of experience of any external objects. It may be 
said that the recollection involving reference to na kificit 
shows the absence of every experience. But it is not 
correct. It 1s because, in that case, it would refer to the 
absence of nirvisescaitanya too”. 


96. ibid. p.168 
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The Advaitic contention is that there is the experience 
of bare consciousness and absence of the notion of ‘I’. 
But the recollection cited “I did not know anything”, proves 
exactly the opposite. There is the continuation of the self 
(as I) and negation of all knowledge*’. 


Yet another proof cited is the recollection of the form, 
mamapyaham na jfatavan. This apparently negates the 
continuation of the self during sleep. But, Ramanuja is of 
the view that, though the self too seems to be negated by 
the word mam, yet the one who negates is the ‘I’ (aham), 
which however is involved in the recollection. In fact, the 
meanings of the two terms , mam and aham, need to be 
distinguished clearly. 


The self, throughout the waking state, knows itself as 
assiciated with body and its characteristics such as the stage 
and class of life. This forms the content of the negation 
mamapyaham na jnatavan. And the word aham represents 
the experience, altogether, of one’s own self during Geep- 
sleep, though in an unclear form. 


The point to be noted here is that, those factors alone 
which are not experienced due to the absence of the sense- 
organs are negated by the negation. That which needs no 
external aid for its manifestation, or, in other words, that 
which is self, cannot be and is never negated. 


Thus @tman is necessarily a knower and is always the 
substratum of the I-cognition. And knowership, which is 
innate to it, remains latent during deep-sleep and is not 
totally effaced out at that time. 


Atman is accepted to be self-manifest and that is 
possible only when it manifests itself as ‘I’. And this 
manifestation continues even during deep-sleep. 


97. Loc.cit. 
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dtmane svayam avabhasamanah aham ityeva 
avabhasata iti svapadyavasthasvapi atma 
prakasamano'hamityeva avabhasata iti 
siddham”®. 


Again, according to Advaita, release from bondage 
means release from the notion of ‘I’ too. In fact it is the 
basic axiom of Advaita, that agency, enjoyership and 
knowership (kartrtva, bhoktrtva and pramatrtva) cannot 
be intrinsic to Atman. These are sources of misery, and 
getting rid of them constitutes liberation. 


But, according to Ramanuja, it is not correct to hold 
that the ahampratyaya is a characteristic of the self, so 
that it could be segregated from it. It is the essential nature 
(svariipa) of the self, enabling the latter to feel itself as 
‘I’, and hence if this were to be lost in moksa, it is 
tantamount to accepting the destruction of the soul itself. 


yattu moksadasayam ahamartho nanuvartate iti 
tadapesalam. tathasati atmandsa eva apavargah 
prakarantarena pratijnatah syat, na cahamartho 
dharmamatram yena tadvigame pi 
avidyanivrttaviva svariipam avatistheta; pratyuta 
svarupameva ahamartha Gtmanah’”. 


The schism between Advaita and Visist@dvaita lies 
in regard to the explanation of the self-luminosity of the 
self. The Advaitin holds that self-luminosity consists in 
mere revelation, which according to Ramanuja, makes no 
sense. If the self is said to be svaprakasa, it must be held 
to know itself as ‘I’, in accordance with what is observed 
during waking state. In ordinary experience, one finds 
that whoever knows oneself, knows one’s self as ‘T’, and 


98. ibid., p.169. 
99. ibid., p.170 
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a7 
objects like pot etc., are not considered to be svaprakasa 
as they do not know themselves. And as released souls 
are accepted to be svaprakdsa, it goes without saying that 
they are aware of themselves as ‘I’. The Upanisad-s too 
emphasize the view set forth now. 

The sage, Vamadeva, who had had direct realization, 
had not shed the notion of ‘T’. 


‘ taddhaitat pasyan | rsir vamadevah pratipede 
ahamt manurabhavam stryasca..,'. 


According to Advaita, at the state of pralaya, there 
exists Brahman alone without a second, which is called 
sat, on the basis of the Chdandogya text, sadeva somya 
idamagre asit ekamevadvitiyam. Buteven the vyavahara 
of this non-dual Brahman involves’ aham even at that 
state, as evidenced by the sruti texts, 


hanta aham imastisro devatah'"'. 
bahu syam prajayeya'™. 


. a, t ae * « a 
sa iksate lokannu srijai iti'®’. 


Again, Lord Krisna too, makes references to himself 
as aham even in his transcendental state: 


yasmat ksaram atito aham aksaradapi cottamah 
ato asmi loke vede ca prathitah purusottamah!™. 


aham atma gudakesa'™. 


aham kistnasya jagatah prabhavah pralaystatha', 


100. Br. Up., ULiv.10 
101. Ch. Up. VLiii2 
102. ibid., VI. ii.3. 
103. Ait. Up., L1. 
104. BG, XV.18, 
105. ibid. X.20. 
106. ibid., VIL6. 
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Thus on the basis of the triple evidence of perception, 
yukti and scriptures, it emerges that the self is essentially 
a knower, and knows itselfas ‘I’, which Sri Yamunacarya 
succinctly summarizes as : 


atah pratyaksasiddhatvat uktanyadyagamanvayat 
avidyayogatascatma jnatahamiti bhasate'’’. 

In fact, to deny knowership at the highest state of 
liberation is only counter-productive and detrimental in 
as much as one does not even have the realization of such 
a liberation. In the words of Prof. G.P. Bhatt, 


“If in the transcendental state, which is the realization 
of the highest and most cherished end of life, and which 
comes after the most strenuous efforts of innumerable 
births, and for whose sake the common pleasures of 
mundane life are denied by the self to itself, even the 
contentment of realizedness is not experienced, then any 
attempt to achieve this state defeats its own end. If sucha 
state is achieved at all, the self is a loser rather than a 
gainer’’!°8, 


2.4. NATURE OF REALITY 
2.4.1 THE RAMANUJA VIEW 


One of the most difficult problems encountered in the 
scriptures is the problem of one and many because of’ 
existence of two types of sruti-s- the bhedaSruti-s and the 
abhedasruti-s. According to Advaita, it is logically 
impossible that both could be compatible at one place. 
Hence in the scheme of Advaita, the problem of one and 
many is solved, as we saw, by treating the many as illusory 
and upholding the one as supremely real. , 

107. Atmasiddhi, verse-14. 
108. The Basic Ways of knowing, p.12. 
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In the words of Prof. S.R. Bhatt! 


“It (Advaita) finds no room for many in the unity of 
pure non- differentiated Brahman. To it unity defies 
logically all differences. Thus failing to reconcile the 
unity with multiplicity, it negates the latter to posit the 
former”. 


And this view of Advaita has led it to hold that 
Brahman is devoid of qualities too. 


But Ramanuja could never think of an ‘oneness’ in 
the absolute sense. What he emphasizes is that scriptures 
could never teach such a concept, not only because it is 
logically untenable but also because it runs counter to the 
spirit of the scriptures, taken as a whole. 


Thus, according to Ramanuja, the identity propounded 
in the scriptures has to be interpreted in the wake of 
difference expounded therein and not to its detriment. He 
could not accept that the abhedasruti-s are more powerful 
than the bhedasruti-s. In fact, he is totally against making 
a discrimination within the sruti texts that some are more 
powerful and others, less powerful. 


And especially when both could be interpreted without 
any conflict to either, it is not proper to relegate one of 
them (the bhedasruti-s) to a lower position.. Hence the 
right perspective would be to treat all the sruti-s on an 
equal footing and yet resolve the apparent conflicts!” 


This could be done only by accepting Brahman as 
the all - embodying principle, which, according to 
Ramanuja, is the mode shown by sruti itself". That is, 
Brahman is one, because there is no second to it like itself. 


109. Studies in Ramanuja Vedanta, p.21. 
110. Ved&arthasangraha, p.179. 
111. SB. Lid, Voll (Part ID, p.79 
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But it contains the jfva-s and the world within itself as its 
prakara-s. Thus the soul and the insentient matter have 
separate identities for themselves but not separate 
existence. They are realities in their own right but are 
always dependent upon Brahman and remain as its bodies. 
Brahman remains as their inner soul and controller. 


Thus as Brahman is associated at all times with jiva 
and prakrti (the world), the three are seen as one, keeping 
in view their inseparability. But the essential nature of 
the three are never the same and this difference, which is 
maintained all through, is brought out by bhedasruti-s. In 
fact an analysis of some of the instances which portray 
identity seem to suggest that they do not lend credence to 
the Advaitic view of absolute identity. 


For instance, the Chandogya text, sarvam Khalu idam 
brahma'" says “All this (world) is Brahman”, and the 
complement of the sentence gives the reason why the two 
are said to be the same as fajjaldn iti. It means that the 
“world originates from, is sustained by and lapses back 
into Brahman”. Thus as the world has Brahman as the 
only cause, it is said to be Brahman itself. 


Now the Advaitin seeks to interpret this text on the 
basis of an illustrative example thus: due to defective eye- 
sight, etc., one mistakes a post for a man. Subsequently 
when the illusion is dispelled and it is found that there is 
nothing but the post, there results the expression sthanuh 
purusah, which literally means “the post is a man”. Here 
the post is said to be a man, not in the sense that both are 
one and the same, but in the sense that there is the absence 
of the characteristic of being a post in man. 


Similarly, when the sruti says, “All this (world) is 
Brahman” it seeks to convey the absence of the world in 


112. Ch.Up., ULxiv.1 
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Brahman and.-not to posit any actual identity. Now it is to 
be noted that there is a marked difference between 
the supposed analogy and the analogue. When 
sruti says, “All this (world) is Brahman”, itadds, “becasue 
Brahman is its cause”. 


In the case of sthdnuh purusah, however, no such 
reason is given, nor is needed, to show the identity. This 
is because it goes without saying that one of them is 
illusory, and in a stricter sense there is no identity at all 
between the two. 


An examination of some other instances in the 
scriptures also confirms the above view. For instance, 
when identity is proposed between the jiva and Brahman 
as in tatvamasi, the Upanisad adduces a reason as 
sanmuldssomya imdssarvah prajah sada@yatanah 
satpratisthah (Oh Somya! All these beings originate 
from, lapse back into and are sustained by that sat - 
Brahman) aitadatmyam idam sarvam tatsatyam sa atm@ 
tattvamasi (All this world (cit and acit) has that ( sat ) as 
its Gtman and hence is real and that is the (inner) soul; 
That thou art). 


Again when enlightened souls. speak from their 
supreme state of consciousness they fully identify 
themselves with Brahman, as Brahman who pervades 
everywhere remains within them also. They have the 
vision of God and they fully identify themselves with 
Brahman, in spite of their radical distinction ( from 
Brahman). 


For instance Prahlada observes: 
mattassarvam aham sarvam mayi sarvam 


sanatane!'?, 


113. V.P., Ixix.85. 
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(Everything originates from me, I remain as 
everything and everything lapses back into me) 


for which he adduces the reason 

‘ sarvagatvat anantasya sa eva ahamavasthitah'". 
(As the Lord has pervaded everywhere, He Himself 
remains as me too.) 


The Mahabharata declares that the soul and the 
Supreme Being are two distinct entities and yet are viewed 
as one, because one remains within the other (as its soul). 


i “—s f on ee f 
anyasca rajan sa parah anyasca pancavimsakah 
tatsthatvat anupasyanti hyeka eva iti sdidhavah'* 


{Oh King! that Supreme Being and the twenty fifth 
one (the soul) are quite different. Yet the 
enlightened see the two as one, as the one 
(parama@tman) dwells within the other (the jiva).} 


Thus it could be seen that the instances which portrary 
oneness in the scriptures could not be equated to instances 
like stha@nuh purusah, etc. The fact of their citing a reason 
for viewing the world or the soul as being one with 
Brahman shows that they do not intend to convey the 
illusoriness of the world nor the absolute non-difference 
of the soul from Brahman. 


On the other hand, an analysis of the scriptures shows 
that the ekatva contemplated in the scriptures, can be 
broadly brought under two divisions: 


(i) — ekatva due to Sariratmabhava 
(identity due to body-soul relation); 


114. Loe.cit. 
115. Mahabharata, Moksadharma, 357.33. 
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and 
(ii)  ekatva due to karya-karana-bhava 
(identity due to cause-effect relation) 


In the system of Ram@nuja, these two are the most 
fundamental harmonising concepts. It is a fact that the 
Sartratmabhava is right] y acknowledged as the 
pradhénapratitantrartha (sui generis) of the system, but 
yet both of them are so intertwined that each involves 
reference to the other and it is strictly not possible tc 
segregate the two individually. As both are harmonising 
concepts, enabling us to maintain the oneness of Brahman, 
in spite of the existence of the multifarious world, both 
are dealt with. under one head - conception of oneness. 


2.4.2. CONCEPTION OF ONENESS 


Earlier it was observed that there are two types of 
Sruti-s, the bhedaé.ruti-s and the abhedasruti-s"'°. But 
Ramanuja identifies a third type of sruti called the 
ghatakasruti, which resolves the apparent contradiction 
between the bheda and the abhedasruti-s. For instance, 
the Brhadaranyaka, as well as the Subalopanisad-s declare 
the entire insentient matter and the sentient soul as forming 
the body of the Lord. 

He who dwelling in all things; 

Yet is other than all things; 

Whom all things do not know: 
Whose body, all things are; 

Who controls all things from within; 
He is your soul, the inner-controller; 


The impeccable!!’. 


116. infra.p. 78 
117. = Br. Up... V.vii.19 
cf. also Sub.Up., VII 
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In the case of body and soul, they always exist as 
one, though their essential natures are different. This is a 
unique case where there are two entities and yet both exist 
as one and are referred to as one only. In fact, it is seen 
that words used to denote bodies, do also refer to souls. 
For instance, when it is said, “It is a cow” (ivam gauh), 
the word cow refers not only to the body, but also to the 
soul inside. However, dual number is not used, in spite 
of the fact that the word denotes two entities, because 
the two are always associated and are treated as one only, 
and by referring to one (the body), the other (the soul) is 
invariably referred to, unless otherwise intended. 


Thus in ordinary experience, it is noticed that words 
denotative of bodies do not cease to function by merely 
denoting them, but also have the power to denote the 
corresponding souls as well. And this power is called the 
aparyavasanavrtti or unexhausted power. Now $ruti 
teaches Brahman as the inner soul of every animate and 
inanimate being. Hence by the same aparyavas@navrtti, 
words denote the self of the souls - namely, Brahman 
also. 


That is, words, which by their very nature, are 
indicative of the prakara-s have the power to indicate the 
visesya-s as well, as their power is not exhausted merely 
by conveying the prakGra-s, as observed in the worldly 
usages. But the fact remains that Brahman is a 
paramavisesya, and the power of words also remains 
unexhausted till Brahman is indicated. But as Brahman 
could not be known through our ordinary sources of 
knowledge, like pratyaksa or anumdna, laymen do not 
know the fullest potency of words. Ignorant, as they are, 
they limit the power of words to that extent that could be 
known through their normal faculties of knowing because 
they do not have the knowledge of Vedanta'"*. 


118. S.B., W.iii.17. cf also Vedairtasangraha, pp.41-44 
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It is only through the study of Vedanta, that one comes 
to ascertain the fullest power of words, and their knowledge 
about words, and their denotative power is completed only 
then!!°. 


In fact, according to Ramanuja, the entire process of 
creating the objects of the world, and naming them is done 
in such a way that the names ultimately indicate the 
Paramadtman. This is dealt with in the Tejo ’dhikarana 
of the Brahmasiitra-s'’™. 


2.43 CREATION OF FORMS AND NAMES - 
THE TEJO’DHIKARANA 


This adhikarana is devoted to dispelling the prima 
Jacie view that Brahman is not the cause of elements like 
prthivi, ap, tejas, etc., as these are spoken in the sruti-s as 
originating only from their immediately preceding 
elements, and not from Brahman. This is rejected on the 
ground that, Brahman which remains in the form of each 
element, creates the subsequent elements, and it pervades 
all the elements. In a way, it could be said that, Brahman 
creates itself, and it is declared in sruti passages like 


tadatmanam svayamakuruta"™'. 
(It created itself) 


And the author of the sitra-s too, declares Brahman 
to be the material cause of the world, 


prakrtisca pratijfia drstantanuparodhat™. 


In fact, this is one of the difficulties encountered in 
the scriptures. Brahman is declared to be the abode of all 


119, Vedarthasangraha, p.44 
120. BS. Wiii.2. 

121. = Tai-Anand. VII.1 

122. BS, Liv.23. 
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perfections and free from any change; at the same time, it 
is said that it becomes both the sentiment and the insentient 
world, meaning thereby that it is the material cause of the 
world. However, there is no incompatibility, according 
to Ramanuja. This is because Brahman is all-pervasive, 
and it remains immanent in all things, due to which it 
could said to be identical with all things, as well as 
different. 


It could be said to be one with all things, in as much 
as it pervades all things so thoroughly, that it remains 
within and without everything, 


yacca kificit jagatyasmin drsyate Srityate’pi va 
antar bahisca tatsarvam vydpya nara@yanas sthitah". 


But it is different at the same time, because, its essential 
nature is declared to be transcendental. 


Thus Brahman is unique in that, it is in all, through 
all, and yet above all. Due to its immanence, it is one with 
all; and due to its transcendence, it is different from all. 
This is what seems to be the general spirit of the 
Upanisad-sasis evident from numerous passages, which 
speak of Brahman as being one with and at the same time 
different from the world. 


That is why, creating of elements does not mean 
creation of something apart from Brahman, but means a 
change of state of a part of its body, for reality according 
to the Upanisad-s, is ultimately to be conceived as a triad 
fused into one. The three forming the triad are disparate 
due to their inherent characteristics, and yet one due to 
their inseparableness. In other words, the sentient soul 
and the insentient matter are so very subservient to and 


123. Tai.Nar., X1.15. 
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inseparable from Brahman, that they could be likened to 
qualities qualifying a substance. 


Thus Brahman is said to be the material cause, though 
the change occurs only in the prak@ra-s and the svariipa 
remains unaffected. The view is very well brought out by 
Erie J. Lott as follows: 


“In other words, it is just because the Universe is 
God’s body, that God, in His substantial, though not 
essential being, is able to form the material cause of 
the Universe”!*. 


That is why, the creation of each subsequent element 
is preceded by the specific resolve, “Let me multiply 
myself’, by each element. The insentient elements, indeed, 
are incapable of thinking . This itself is a clear indication, 
according to the author of the siitra-s, that it is not the 
mere elements that create the subsequent ones, but the 
Paramatman Himself, who dwells within them, as their 
inner soul. 


tadabhidhyandideva tu tallingat sah’. 

abhidhyopadesacca™, 

That is, when it is said that tejas created the waters. 
(ap), it is preceded by a statement that speaks of 


deliberation on the part of tejas, in order to create the 
waters. 


tatteja aiksata bahu syam prajayeyeti'?’. 
which again is repeated in the next creation as 
ta apa aiksanta bahvyah syama prajayemahiti'”®. 


a 
124. God and Universe in the Vedantic theology of Ramanuja, p. 
125. BS, IWiii.14 - eee 
126. ibid., J.iv.24 

127. Ch. Up., VLii.3 

128. ibid., VI.ii.4 
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This kind of creation could not be attributed to mere 
insentient objects like fejas etc., as they cannot have the 
functions like deliberation, etc. Hence it has to be accepted. 
as belonging to Brahman, which i is declared to be the in- 
dweller of every entity in the sruti texts such as 


yah prthivyam tisthan.... yo'apsu_ tisthan... 
yastejasi tisthan... yo vayau tisthan ... 
ya Gkase tisthan....., etc. 


The close resemblance of this with the primordial crea- 
tion as declared in the earlier passage - 


sadeva somya idam agre asit ekameva 
advitivam,tadaiksata bahusyam prajayeyeti tattejo 
asrjata’° 


confirms the view that Brahman indeed is the cause of 
each subsequent effect. But as Brahman takes the names 
ofthe subsequent tattva-s, itis referred to by those names 
themselves and not by the name “Brahman”, as every term 
indeed refers to Brahman only in the ultimate analysis, 
through the aparyavasanavrtti referred to earlier™!. 


Now an objection suggests itself: if all names ate said 
to refer to Brahman only, then the relation of words to 
their respective meanings, known in our ordinary 
experience will be totally stultified. To this objection 
the author of the sitra-s replies 


caracaravyapasrayastu syat tadvyapadeSo bhaktah 
tadbhavabhavitvat'*?. 


129. Br. Up., V.viii.7. 
130. Ch. Up.,. VLii.l. 
131. infra. p.84 

132. BS. IL iii. 17 
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The names that are employed to denote specific objects 
in the world, function only partially in respect of those 
objects and their function would be exhausted only when 
they denote the soul of the objects. Thus words have 
potencies to refer not only to the prakara-s, but also to 
visesya-s as well. But since paramatman is not known 
through the means of knowledge like perception and 
anumana the unenlightened do not know that It is the 
ultimate vigesya of every entity. Their knowledge about 
the power of words is not complete. They thus use words 
without understanding their full significative function, 
breaking them mid-way, only with reference to a part of 
their meanings. It is only a serious study of Veddnta that 
enables one to have the knowledge of the fullest 
significative power of words. There will be no stultifica- 
tion of worldly usages in respect of their ordinary 
meanings; but there will only be addition of new 
knowledge of the significative relation of words, to the 
self or the soul or the prakarin. 


The point that is of importance here is: Brahman 
creates the world of names and forms. Now the Upanisadic 
view is not merely that Brahman remains as the Creator 
and Controller of the Universe from above, but is a 
principle that in-dwells and pervades it and controls it 
from within. 


The process of creation expounded in the Upanisad-s 
is something unique. It does not say that “Brahman creates 
the world”. On the other hand it states that “Brahman 
becomes the world”. The texts 

tadaiksata bahu syam prajdyeyeti 


(It reflected - let Me become manifold and 
procreate Myself) 
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tadatmanam svavamakuruta'”. 


[ It created itself (as the world) | 


tonne —s ack a 
tatsrstva tadanupravisat tadanupravisya sacca 
tyvaccabhavat"™. 


(Having created the world, and having entered into 
it, It became the living and theron-living beings) 


confirm the above view. 


And the same Upanisad-s declare Brahman to be 
changeless and undefiled by any of the imperfections of 
the world. Herein lies the clue to the Upanisadic 
conception of Reality, according to Ramanuja. The resolve 
on the part of Brahman in the form ‘Let Me become many’ 
would be fully significant only when we view that 
Brahman itself is the world of sentient and insentient 
entities. Again unless Brahman is essentially different 
from the world, it cannot remain undefiled by the 
imperfections of the world. And difference and identity 
could be maintained, according to Ramanuja, only by ac- 
cepting the body-soul relation between Brahman on the 
one hand, and cit and acit on the other - the relation which 
is emphasised in the Upanisad-s themselves. 


Thus Brahman becomes the upadanakGrana of the 
world, in its substantial form by being associated with 
matter and soul (which are in their subtle forms) and 
remains untainted by the evils or defects of the world in 
its essential form. 


In fact, according to Si Vedanta Degika, the causality 
as well as the oneness of Brahman could be maintained 
only ina complex form by every Vedantin and never in an 


133. Tai. Anand., VIL.1. 
134. ibid., VL.2,3 
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absolute form. It is because, it is a fact that Sruti declares 
Brahman alone as being existent at the state of dissolution 
and that alone as the sole cause of the universe, without 
any external nimittakadrana. But yet every Vedantin 
upholds the oneness of Brahman in its causal state in a 
complex form only as being associated with either maya 
(according to Saber) or upadhi (according to 
Yadavaprakasa) or sakti (according to Bhaskara) or cit 
and acit in their subtle forms (according to Ramanuja). 
Hence, in a sense everybody is only a Visistadvaitin and 
nobody can maintain an absolute oneness. 


mayopadhisvasaktivyatikaritapara- 
brahmamulah prapaficah 
yesam te ‘pyadvitipasrutim avitathayantyatra 
tattadvisiste 
apradhanyat tatha nah prakrtipurusayoh 
antaratmapradhane 
vakye ‘smin sthilastiksmanvaya iti jagato' 
nanyabhavopapattih'*». 
(Those who hold that the world has for its cause 
Brahman, as associated with mayd or upadhi or 
Sakti interpret those sruti texts that declare non- 
duality (of the cause) only by disregarding the 
particular viSesana-s associated with Brahman 
(considering Brahman alone as of utmost impor- 
tance). The same course is open to us also. Those 
passages that speak of the oneness of Brahman 
signify Brahman who is the inner soul of cit and 
acit entities. Thus declarations of the oneness of 
the world with Brahman is justified, for, cit and 
acit are always associated with Brahman in their 
subtle or gross forms). 


135. Adhikaranasaravali,166. cf. also Tattvamuktakalapa,{ll.27 
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To sum up: according to Ramanuja, the 
suriratmabhava and the ka@ryakdranabhava are two 
fundamental harmonising concepts. which account for 
unity in the wake of diversity. While ka@rvakarana- bhava 
accounts for the material causality of Brahman towards 
the world, thus maintaining the identity of the two, the 
Sariratma - bhava reconciles the changelessness of 
Brahman in spite of its being the material cause. It also 
explains how the world and the soul could be viewed as 
one with Brahman in spite of the specific differentiations 
that characterize the three. 


We shall now see the interpretation of the specific 
scriptural passages by Ram@nuja, the general spirit of 
which has been dealt with above. Ramanuja pays particular 
attention to those passages that are said to have Advaitic 
leanings and holds that no passage can ever refer to an 
attributeless Brahman including passages like nirgunam, 
niskrivyam, etc., which was referred to in the earlier 
section’. 


2:4.4. INTERPRETATION OF SCRIPTURAL 
PASSAGES 


Ramanuja’s foremost conviction is that no pramana, 
by virtue of being a pramadna is capable of conveying 
anything as free from any property'*’. And it is all the 
more impossible that scriptures, which come under the 
sabdapramana, wherein every unit (like the base and 
suffix) makes reference to some property (that 
characterises the object indicated) could ever convey an 


136. infra. pp. 78-79 
137. infra. p.46 
138. S.B., Lil, Vol.1 (Part I), p.117 
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attributeless Brahman'**. This is the general nature of 
Sabdapramana. An examination of the individual passages 
too, strengthens this view, according to Ramanuja. 

The Chandogya passage, sadeva somya idamagra 
asit ekameva advitivam is of particular significance, 
according to the Advaitin, in as much as it negates all the 
three kinds of distinctions in Brahman - sajatiyabheda, 
vijativabheda and svagatabheda, and thus establishes it 
as attributeless. But the passage,on the contrary, conveys 
just the opposite, according to Ram&nuja. 


The passage cannot be held to negate distinctions in 
Brahman, for then it would be improper to say agre which 
means before (that is, at the time of dissolution). 


Brahman, according to Advaita, 1s distinctionless, not 
at a particular point of time but at all times. And basically, 
in order to account for the diversity of the pleasures and 
pains in the world, Advaita too accepts the karma-theory, 
accepting the jiva-s and their karma-s as anddi-s, which 
would show that Brahman could not have been absolutely 
distinctionless at any time in the past. It isno argument to 
say that all these seeming diversities are only illusory and 
hence cause no harm to the non-dual character of 
Brahman,which remains distinctionless at the time of 
pralaya. 


Hence, from the text - sadeva somya idam agre asit 
ekameva advitiyam, it is known that there existed the factor 
time which is a vijativabheda, the jiva-s, which constitute 
sajativyabheda and factors like omniscience, 
omnipotence, etc., that are necessary for the creation of 
the universe which constitute the svagatabheda in 
Brahman. 


Thus this passage, which is designated as a 
kdranavakya, cannot be said to negate distinctions, as the 


a3 


GLEANINGS FROM THE SRIBHASYA 


context does not warrant it. 


The term sat means, “that which is capable of being 
known through a pramdna” and it denotes here Brahman, 
which remains so!*’. 


Though It denotes Brahman, yet as It (Brahman) 
happens to be portrayed as the cause of the world, the 
word(saf) conveys Brahman with all its associated factors 
like prakrti, jiva and kala that constitute Its body, through 
whose association, It becomes the cause. 


The term eva, which has a definitive.sense, could 
negate only that which is opposed to the meaning of the 
word with which it is associated. Hence sadeva eliminates 
only asattva and does not negate vijaitivabheda. Though 
asattva is a vijatiyabheda, yet, what is to be negated is 
only asattva in its specific sense and not as viativabheda, 
in a general sense. For instance, when it is said that “He 
is definitely a scholar”, what is negated is the fact of his 
being an illiterate. The word definitely does not negate 
such things as his being a man, etc., too. Hence sadeva 
conveys Brahman with all the associated factors like 
prakrti, etc. 


The word ekameva conveys Brahman in Its 
undifferentiated condition, not differentiated into names 
and forms. This is because the ekatva spoken here speaks 
of oneness as opposed to the multitude referred to 
subsequently as bahu syam. This is also corroborated by 
the illustration cited, which says ekena mrtpindena 
sarvam mrnmayam. And the Brhadaranyaka specifically 
states the conditions of pralaya and srsti as 
undifferentiated and differentiated states respectively. 


taddhetam tarhi avyakrtam Gsit tannamartipabhyam 


139. SP. on $.B., Lil, VolJ (Part), P.185. 
140. Br.Up.,. IlLiv.7 
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vyakriyata’®. 

(It existed at that time of pralaya as being 
undifferentiated and it was differentiated by names and 
forms at the time of srsti.) 


Thus the above establishes the material causality of 
Brahman, for material cause is that which undergoes a 
change of state and becomes the effect. 


bhavi avastha-viSesavatah prdgavasthayogo hi 
upadanatvam"?, 


The term advitiya negates any other nimittakarana, 
because, when there is mention of upadanakarana, what 
immediately strikes the mind is the nimittakarana. And 
the term precludes anything else other than Brahman itself 
as the nimittakarana. What follows also confirms the same 
view. 


The term ekameva speaks of an undifferentiated 
condition as opposed to the differentiated condition, stated 
in the complement of the text as bahu sydm. So also the 
subsequent passage tadaiksata... tattejo’srjata (It reflects 
sls it created tejas) indicates that the previous term 
advitiya negates only some other auxiliary cause, as 
Brahman itself is spoken of as the creator. 


The term tadaiksata, speaks of the omniscience of 
Brahman, asrjata conveys that It Itself was the 
nimittakdrana, bahu syam conveys Its upddanatva and 
the passage anena jivena dtmand anupravisya namaripe 
vyakaravani speaks of His indwelling character. 


Thus the passage sadeva somya, etc., could be seen to 
convey the causality of Brahman and Its peculiar nature 
of being both types of causes, which again implies Its 


141. §.P. on $B, Lil, Voll (Part, p.185. 
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infinite prowess, knowledge, etc., needed for being sucha 
type of cause, and it is simply not possible to hold it as 
negating all distinctions. 


Again the text satvam jfianam anantam brahma was 
interpreted by the Advaitin in a secondary sense, involving 
a negative way of interpretation. Accordingly, the terms 
satyam, etc., convey what Brahman is not, rather than what 
itis. It is satva not because it is constant, but because it is 
changeless, jfidna, not because it is sentient but because it 
is not inert (jada) and is infinite (ananta) not because it is 
so but because it is not finite. The advantage of interpreting 
this way is that Brahman is portrayed only in a negative 
way, thus avoiding the possibility of being viewed as being 
associated with any positive attributes. Another advantage 
is that Brahman is spoken of and yet its unspeakability is 
maintained. It is spoken of as what it is not and not spoken 
of as what it is. 


But, according to Ramanuja, it is rather strange to 
interpret the sruti text this way. He sees no reason why 
negative ways should be resorted to when the text itself is 
abundantly positive in its tenor. And what is more, the 
negative method of interpreting does not yield the desired 
result either, for what is not jada cannot be the same as 
what is not finite, and what is not finite cannot be the same 
as what is changeless. Each should necessarily become a 
distinct property and their negative character cannot strip 
them off of their characterisation. If that is not so then 


ultimately no meaning would have been conveyed by 
each!*?, 


Further by adopting negative ways of interpreting, it 
has been tacitly admitted that interpreting the text in a 
positive way would entail the acceptance of these as 


142. §.B., Lil, Voll (Part 1, pp.143-144 
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positive qualities. Now the fact that negative denials are 
no different from positive affirmations, shows that they 
very much exist as properties and the text cannc: simply 
establish an attributeless Brahman. 


The text, again it was argued, through the empioyment 
of samdandadhikaranya, conveys identity. While it is true 
that s@im@nddhikaranya conveys identity, it never does so, 
in the Advaitic sense. It is more a harmonising concept, 
and Ramanuja makes immense use of the concept on 
several counts. 


It consists in the words conveying an identical sense 
through different grounds. It is thus: the grounds for the 
use of the various words in respect of their senses are 
different. Yet the entity conveyed is one. And the words 
which carry out this function are said to be having co- 
ordinate relation or samanadhikaranya. 


bhinnapravrttinimittandm Sabdanam ekasmin 
arthe vrttih samanddhikaranyam™. 


Thus s@manddhikaranya establishes the identity of one 
object associated with several aspects. Hence while it is 
true that identity is its spirit, difference is nonetheless 
impregnated in the concept. To deny all sorts of difference 
and to establish an absolute identity in the name of 
samandadhikaranya would finally result in giving up the 
concept of samdandadhikaranya itself. 


Hence samandadhikaranya rather emphasises satya, 
jnana, etc., as positive aspects of Brahman and establishes 
Brahman as the one that possesses these qualities. This is 
the significance of the concept, and it would be meaningful 


143. ibid. p.191. 
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nis im the above sense. 


Arother contention referred earlier is that the term 
ananta, denies every ty pe of limitation caused in the case 
of Brahnian and it includes the limitation caused due to 
objects tuo, Which is known as vastuparicchedardahitya. 
That is, Brahman is said to be infinite or unlimited, and if 
there is an object other than Brahman, then Brahman will 
have to be limited to that extent. As Brahman is stated to 
be unlimited, there can be no limitation caused by objects. 
And this means that the objects of the world do not really 
exist, but only appear to be so. 


But. to Ramanuja, this vastuparicchedardhitya is 
another concept that further adds to the glory of Brahman, 
while the Advaitic interpretation is simply mars the spirit 
of the entire concept. 


That is, even according to Advaita, 
desaparicchedarahitya is interpreted as spatial 
unlimitedness and kalaparicchedarahitya as temporal 
unlimitedness. That is, Brahman is unlimited spatially as 
well as temporally which means that Brahman is ail- 
pervasive and eternal. In these cases, they would not mean 
that space and time themselves are illusory but would only 
mean that Brahman is not subject to the limits caused by 
these two. In the same way, the interpretation of the 
concept of vastuparicchedarahitya will have to fall in line 
with the interpretation of the concepts of desa and 
kalaparicchedarahitya, in which case alone the greatness 
of Brahman would be fully brought out. That is, 
vastuparicchedarahitya means that Brahman is not limited 
by the objects of the world in spite of their real nature. 


Further, to say that Brahman would be limited to that 
extent to which an object is present, would in fact come 
under desapariccheda, and hence vastupariccheda has to 
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be something different. It is thus; each object of the world 
possesses a specific configuration and one object does 
not become another. That is, a pot is a pot and not a cloth 
and also vice-versa. But in the case of Brahman this is not 
the case, for Brahman has become every object of the 
world as has been set forth earlieir'*. And words indicative 
of every object indicate Brahman also, which pervades 
the universe both from within and without'*. 


Thus Brahman is not limited by the objects of the 
world, as it remains as every object pervading each one; 
and this is what is known as vastuparicchedarahitya. 
Hence, this concept, contrary to proving the illusoriness 
of objects, establishes their reality more firmly. 


According Ramanuja, the texts that expressly negate 
all guna-s like nirgunam, niranjanam, niskalam, 
niskriyam, SGntam, etc., too, are incapable of establishing 
an attributeless Brahman. This is because it is simply not 
possible that there could exist a thing without properties 
and the proposition goes counter to many other passages 
which extol the glories of Brahman stating them to be 
natural to it: 


parasya Saktih vividhaiva Srityate svabhaviki 
jnanabhalakriya ca”. 


Now there is an apparent contradiction between the 
two texts (1.e., nirguna and saguna) and it is this 
contradiction that leads us, according to Advaita, to uphold 
those texts that deny qualities as more powerful and the 
others as less powerful, thus being over-ruled by the 
former. 


144. infra. pp. 89-90 . 
145. Tai.Nar, XI.5. 


146. Svet,Up., VL8. 
147. BSS.B.,. WLiil4 
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The sagunasruti-s refer to Brahman with qualities, and 
they are intended for meditative worship'*’, while the 
nirguna texts have no function other than negating all 
characteristics. Further, the nirgunasruti-s in order to 
negate qualities in Brahman necessarily stand in need of 
sagunasruti-s, as they alone provide qualities in respect 
of Brahman. Hence the sagunasruti-s operate prior to the 
nirgunasruti-s. The latter being subsequent (para) are 
powerful on the basis of apacchedanyaya™. 


According to Ramanuja, however, there is absolutely 
no conflict between the two types of texts, as the content 
of each one is different. While the xirgunasruti-s negate 
all those that are inauspicious and imperfect in the case 
Brahman, the sagunasruti-s speak of all the auspicious 
and perfect qualities in It and as such there is no conflict 
between them. This type of reconciliation is shown by 
the text 


apahatapapma vijaro vimrtyuh... satyakdmah 
satyasankalpah'*. © 
which negates all empirical qualities and specifies the 
presence of extra-empirical qualities like satyakamatva 
and satyasankalapatva with respect to Brahman. 


Further, there is a maxim that a general rule becomes 
inapplicable when there is a specific one; and this is known 
as the utsarga-apavdada-nyaya. 


For example, the Sruti text - nahimsyat sarva bhiitani 
prohibits the act of causing injury to any being. This is a 
general rule. And the text - vayavyam svetam Glabheta 
bhutikamah prescribes the offering of a sacrificial animat 
at a sacrifice. Now the general rule is superseded by the 
specific one, and hence the former must be understood in 


148. infra. p. 31 
149. Ch. Up., VIILi5 
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arestricted sense, namely. that, one should not cause injury 
to anv being excepting in the case of sacrifice. 


On the basis of application of this maxim, we have to 
conclude that the nirgunasruti-s which refer to the negation 
of guna-s without exception must be viewed as negating 
only those guna-s which are different from those that are 
specified in the sruti itself'*°. 


The Advaitin seeks to interpret the nirguna and the 
sagunasruti-s on the basis of apacchedanyiiya, referred to 
earlier'*'. But, according to Ram@nuja, this maxim will 
not be applicable here on the following ground: 
appacchedanyaya is applicable only in those cases where 
the relation of antecedence and subsequence between two 
senses conveyed by two different texts is not a fixed one. 
Inthe example cited earlier, it is not fixed that the udgata 
shall let loose the waist-cloth of the one in front, prior to 
the pratiharta doing so. There the text that prescribes 
expiation for that which occurs accidentally later becomes 
powerful. Here in the case of saguna and nirguna texts 
the relation of antecedence and subsequence is unalterably 
fixed and so the apacchedanyaya cannot be applied. 


Thus the apaccehedany@ya cannot find application 
here, as conditions prevailing at the present instance are 
quite different from the place at which the maxim is 
derived, and as such it cannot be invoked to settle disputes 
of the present sort’*’. 


Hence as shown above, the nirguna texts have to be 
taken to negate all guna-s other than those specifically 


150. S.P. on §.B., Li/I. Vol.1 (Part 1),pp.194-195 
151. infra. pp.29-3 | 
152. S.P. on §.B., Lil, Vol..1 (Part 1), pp.194-195. 


101 


fmm aa 
GLEANINGS FROM THE SRIBHASY A 


ordained with respect to Brahman; on the basis of 
utsargapavadanyaya. 


It emerges from the foregoing discussion that the 
nirgunasruti-s are to be understood as ne gating the qualities 
other than those mentioned by the saguxasruti-s in respect 
of Brahman by applying the utsargapavadanyaya. 


2.4.4.1. PASSAGES THAT NEGATE DUALITY _ 
EXEGESIS OF SUDARSANA SURI 


According to Advaita, the texts that speak of identity 
of the jiva with Brahman, and those that negate duality, 
and also the texts that convey that perception of duality 
would lead to incessant bondage force us to hold Brahman 
as free from duality of every form. 


The texts like - 
neha nanasti kincana; mrtyossamrtyumapnoti 
ya iha naneva pasyati'®. 
yatra hi dvaitamiva bhavati taditara itaram pasyati 
yatra tvasya sarvamatmaivabhut tatkena kam 
pasyet'** 
are clear enough in themselves and leave one in no doubt 
regarding the fact that Brahman is free from difference of 
every kind. 
Ramanuja, holds that it is a fact that the scriptures 
negate duality. But it should not be supposed that they 
negate everything apart from Brahman. On the other hand, 


the negative texts convey this much that there is no entity 
which is not an effect of Brahman or which does not have 


153. Br. Up., Vi.iv.19, 
154. ibid., VI.v.15. 
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Brahman as its self. 


The following are the points that need to be carefully 
considered, according to Sri Sudargana Stiri: 


sruti sets forth Brahman as devoid of all despicable 
qualities and as a repository of all virtues and auspicious 
attributes. Hence there can be no identity of Brahman of 
this nature with the world which is insentient and is 
associated with evil. It may be argued that the world is 
only illusory and so when it is said that the world is 
identical with Brahman, it only means that the world has 
no independent existence apart from Brahman. But the 
question remains whether the world is to be got rid of or 
not. If not, then all the texts that prescribe the mzans of 
gctting rid of the world will be rendered futile. Ifit has to 
be got rid of. then its association with Brahman has to be 
admitted, and, this would militate against the passages that 
declare Brahman to be free from all imperfections. 


Further the creation of the world is said to proceed 
according to the will be Brahman in the text - bahu syam. 
Now this would amount to Brahman acquiring all the evils 
of the world through its own will, and, this a sarvajna 
would certainly avoid. 


And Brahman is declared as sarvajfia in texts like yah 
sarvajiah sarvavit'® etc. [tis no argument to say that this 
omniscience itself is a product of avidvd and as such it is 
possible even for a sarvajfa to create illusorily a world, 
with all the attendant evils, because knowledge, etc., of 
Brahman are declared to be natural - sva@bh@vik?. and also 
as real, as “t@ime satyah kamah'**”. Hence sarvajfatva 
cannot be said to be a product of avidyd and it is not 
possible for a sarvajfia to create a world full of miseries, 


155. Mund.Up., 1.i.10 
156. Ch.Up., VIULiii.1 
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as it would result in Brahman itself getting associated with 
evil. Further, it is stated by the Advaitin that avidya which 
is the root-cause of all evil, gets itself associated with 
Brahman. Even granting that, it must be possible for the 
omnipotent Brahman whose will according to the 
Upanisad-s would never remain unfulfilled, to get itself 
rid of avidya. The sruti emphatically declares Him to be 
all-powerful, that too inherently, as in the text - 


para asya saktih vividhaiva sriyate svabhaviki'*". 


(His supreme power, which is “natural” to 
Him is said to be of numerous forms). 


Hence it will be contradictory to say that Brahman is 
inherently omniscient and omnipotent, and yet becomes 
“ignorant” and remains in association with avidya, which 
needs to be got rid of. 


If it is maintained that there is no such contradiction, 
for both are accepted on the authority of Sruti texts, then, 
on the same lines it could be argued that there is no 
contradiction between texts that speak of eternity as well 
as non-eternity of the soul, of Gkasa, etc. 


That is, one text of the Upanisad states jiva to be 
subject to origination and destruction: 


vijfidnaghana eva etebhyo bhittebhyah 
samutthaya tanyevanuvinasyati'*® 


(The jiva called vijidnaghana arises from the 
elements and gets destroyed along with them) 


Another passage declares him to be uncreated and 


157. Svet.Up., VL8. 
158. Br.UP., IV.iv.12 
159. Kath.Up., 1.18. 
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indestructible. 
na jdyate mriyate va vipascit'*. 
(The soul neither gets born nor dies). 


Similarly dkasa is declared to be eternal at one place 
as 


vayusca antariksam caitadamytam™. 


(vayu and akasa are immortal) 


and at another, it is said to be originated from 
Brahman, referred to as Atman as in 


atmana akasas sambhiitah'®! 


(the akasa originates from the Giman) 


Now, in instances like these it could be seen that sruti 

speaks in the most conflicting terms and yet, since both 

aspects are conveyed by sruti itself, one has to accept that 
there is no contradiction between them. 


The result will be that, if everything is accepted as 
declared in the sruti, then there need be no inquiry into 
the import of the Upanisad-s at all'®. 


In the light of the above discussions, both difference 
and non-difference can also be accepted as being without 
any contradiction. 


It is to remove the apparent contradiction that one is 
accepted as illusory and another real by the Advaitin. But 
since it has been proved that there is no contradiction, such 


160. Br. Up., IV.iti.3. 
161. Tai. Anand., [.1. 
162. S.P. on S.B., Li, Vol.1 (Part D, p.203. 
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a division need not be accepted, with the result that dif 
ference too will have to be viewed as real. 


It is the above difficulties that forces one to accept 
that there does exist contradiction among the Sruti texts. 
The following also are instances where there is 
contradiction: that is, the text 


_ . : ~ ! . 
mrtyossa mrtyumapnoti ya iha naneva pasyati'® 


(one who sees duality, as it were, is eternally 
riveted to bondage) 


declares the notion of difference as the cause of 
bondage. Some other texts such as 


prthagatmanam preritdram ca matva 
justastatestena amrtatvam eti'™. 


(knowing the soul and its controller to be distinct, 
the soul pleases the supreme self and thus attains 
immortality), and 


justam yadg ‘pasyatyanyamisam asya mahimanamiti 
vitasokah'® 


(when the soul meditates upon God who is gratified 
by the performance of karma, then it becomes free 
from misery and becomes God-like) 


speak of the cognition of difference to be the means to 
release. 


It cannot be said that these are only re-statements of 
what is already known in our worldly experience; for, 
the distinction between the soul and the supreme Brahman 
is not something that could be known is ordinary 


163. Br.Up.,. Vi.iv.19. 
164. Sver. Up.,. 1.6. 
165. Mund.Up., I.il. 
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experience, 


It may be said that though such a distinction could 
not be known in ordinary experience, yet difference as a 
concept is well known in the world, which is re-stated in 
order that it may be negated. But in that case, non- 
difference also is known in our worldly experience itself 
as in instances like so’yam devadattah, etc. Hence the 
Upanisadic texts that speak of non-difference also will have 
to be admitted as re-statements. If it is said that such a 
non-difference is known, but non-difference between the 
soul and Brahman is not known is our worldly experience 
then this argument would be equally applicable in the case 
of difference between soul and Brahman also. 


Another objection could be that sruti teaches 
difference only for purposes of meditation and it is not to 
be taken as a statement of fact. But this cannot be 
maintained; for, those very passages declare the notion of 
difference as a means to liberation. It is only true 
knowledge that could bring about liberation and not false 
knowledge. And so knowledge of difference cannot be 
false. 


It is also not proper to hold that just because difference 
is taught for the purpose of meditation, it is false, for even 
non-difference has been taught for the purpose of 
meditation as in 


atha yo’nyam devatam upaste anyo ’sau 
anyo ‘hamasmiti na sa veda, Gtmetyeva 
upasita'® 


(one who meditates upon the deity considering 
oneself as different from that, does not know the 
truth; meditate (upon it) as one’s own self.) 


Hence by the same logic non-difference will have to 
166 Br Up, IlLav 10 
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be accepted as false, in which case difference will become 
real. 


It may be cop.tended that scriptures teach non- 
difference like assertive propositions without there being 
any injunction to meditate so, and hence it cannot be held 
to be false. But the same explanation will be applicable in 
the case of difference also. 


The texts like - 


ksaram pradhanam amrtaksaram harah 
wy) 
ksaratmanau isate deva ekah'®’ 


ee . . ay 4 
jrajtau dvau ajau isanigxau'® 


etc., teach difference as a matter of fact and not with an 
injunction to meditate so. Hence that also is valid and 
hence is not false. 


It may still be contended that non-difference alone in 
real, as liberation is stated to be non-difference between 
the true nature of jiva from Brahman. But it must be 
noticed that difference too is taught at the state of liberation 
and so that too must be taken as real. 


Hence it is not proper to hold that difference is false 
by virtue of its being enjoined for purposes of meditation. 


It is thus clear that the negation of duality is not meant 
in a general sense, but it is exclusively related to that duality 
which is opposed to non-difference that is enjoined. That 
which is specifically taught, cannot be negated. 


As explained earlier, svuti sets forth the non-difference 
of the universe from Brahman through cause-effect relation 
and body-soul relation. Hence Ramanuja states that 
negation of duality refers only to duality that is opposed 


167. Svet.Up., 1.10 


168. ibid, 19 
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to such non-difference. 


krtsnasya jagato brahmakaryataya 
tadantaryamikatya ca tadatmakatvena aikayat 
tatpratyanika nanatvam pratisidhyate. na 
punah bahusyam prajayeya iti 
bahubhavanasankalpaptirvakam brahmano 
nanatvam srutisiddham pratisidhyata iti'®. 


The purport of the negation of duality, according to 
Ramanuja, is this: the objects of the world are taken to be 
independent. But it is not so. Being the effects of Brahman, 
they are dependent upon it. A cause and its effect are not 
two different entities; on the other hand, the effect is the 
same as the cause with a different configuration. The world 
is said to be one with Brahman, in the sense that it depends 
upon Brahman - its sole cause. So the notion that the objects 
of the world are independent and self-sustained is false 
knowledge, and this-is negated in passages like neha 
nana 'sti kivicana, etc. These texts are, therefore, not meant 
to negate the manifoldness in Brahman which is said to 
proceed after Brahman’s resolve to become many as 
“bahusyam’’. 


To admit the illusoriness of such a creation on the 
ground that duality is negated, defies all logic, for sruti, 
after teaching something totally unknown through any 
other source, cannot itself stultify that!”°. 


' To sum up: the negation of duality in the scriptures 
refers to views that hold the world consisting of matter 
and souls to be independent and self-sustained and not 
difference in general. This is because the distinction 
between God, soul and matter which is clearly expounded 
in the sruti itself cannot be stultified. 


169. $B. Lil, Vol. (Part 1), pp. 204-206. 
170. ibid., p.206. 
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God, soul and matter are distinct and fundamental 
realities. Ultimate Reality cannot be divided into higher 
and lower Brahman, nor can the Ultimate of philosophy 


be viewed as different from the God of Religion. 


Though the three are distinct in themselves, yet as 
matter and soul remain as totally inseparable from and 
dependent upon Brahman, the three are viewed as one. 


Thus 


“Ramanuja solves the problem of one and many 
not by denying many and affirming one nor by 
denying one and affirming many, but by making 
many the predicate of one. As a matter of fact, one 
and many had never posed any problem to him, 
because he starts with the position that one by its 
very nature or immanent necessity, is impregnated 
with the many’”!”! 


In the final analysis, as observed by Prof. S.R. Bhatt, 


171. 


“Ramanuja is as emphatic as the Advaitin in 
declaring that there is nothing other than Brahman, 

but adds that by ‘other’ he means heterogeneous 
differences only and not the internal ones. The 
absolute of Ram@nuja is a synthesis, which does 
not deny differentiations but expresses itself 
through them only. It is a whole that does not deny 
its parts, a substance that does not oust its attributes, 

a ground that does not negate its consequent, an 
integrity that does not shut itself of filllness” !”2. 


Studies in Ramanuja Vedanta, p.25. 


172. Loc.cit. 
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THE NATURE OF THE SOUL 


3.0 INTRODUCTION 


Barring the carvaka school, every school of Indian 
thought is oriented towards moksa, which is defined as a 
state free from the trammels of samsdGra, or trans-migratory 
existence. It 1s in this context that the discussion regarding 
the nature of yiva or the soul becomes significant as the 
concept of moksa is relevant only in the case of jiva. The 
schools that are oriented towards moksa admit that the 
suffering experienced in the state of transmigration is not 
natural to the soul but is due only to external factors; and 
every soul is capable of completely liberating itself forever 
from all the evils of worldly existence. Thus while the 
systems barring the carvaka agree that there exists a soul 
apart from the physical body, they differ in regard to the 
essential nature of the soul. 


Ramanuja's view of the soul proceeds on the basis of 
the refutation of the views of other systems which may be 
summarised as follows: 


3.1 THE SANKHYA VIEW 


There are only two categories according to the 
Sankhya school - the prakrti, which is the cause of the 
world and the souls called purusa-s. The soul is many in 
number and is all-pervasive. It is without parts and 
qualities and of the form of consciousness. It does not 
have any inherent agency though it is an enjoyer. Agency 
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belongs to the buddhitattva, which is an evolute of prakyti. 
Though the soul is of the form of knowledge, it is not a 
knower. Knowership belongs to buddhi. It is because of 
the non-discrimination between the buddhitattva and the 
soul, the characteristics of buddhi appear in the soul and 
sentience which is the essential nature of the soul appears 
in buddhi. As a result, there arises the false knowledge of 
the form “J am a knower”, “I am an agent”, etc. It is due 
to this false knowledge that the soul undergoes bondage, 
as it were. And the sole means to liberation is the 
knowledge of discrimination between prakrti in its 
unevolved and evolved states and of purusa. 


3.1.1 REFUTATION OF THE SANKHYA VIEW 


The Sankhya view is not sound, as according to it, the 
purusa is said to possess conflicting features. It is said to 
be a witness, a knower and an enjoyer’. It is admitted at 
the same time to be changeless, free from agency and free 
from miseries - kevala’. But it is not possible to be a knower 
without involving change. Further agency and enjoyership 
always go together, and it is not possible to be an experient 
without being an agent. Again, the Sankhya-s state that 
the prakrti acts in order to liberate the purusa. 


purusavimoksanimittam tathda pravrittih pradhanasya’‘ 


But they admit that the purusa never undergoes 
bondage and it is only prakrti which is in bondage and is 
also liberated: 


1. S.K., 2 

23 ibid., 17,19 
3. ibid., 19. 
4, ibid., 57 
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tasmanna badhyate’ddha na mucyate napi 
samsarati ka§cit 


samsarati badhyate mucyate ca nanasraya prakrtih’ 


Further they state that there occurs false identification 
of the features of prakyti in the purusa and also vice versa. 
But this is not possible. It must be ascertained as to whom 
does this false identification occur. It cannot occur in the 
case of prakrti, because it is insentient, and false 
identification is a sentient act. And it cannot occur to 
purusa either, for he is said to be changeless. Moreover, 
false identification is said to occur merely because of the 
proximity (sannidhi) of prakrti to purusa. But as both are 
admitted to be eternal and also all-pervasive, proximity 
between them also is eternal, with the result that there will 
never be release for purusa’. 


3.2 THE NYAYA-VAISESIKA VIEW 


The Nyaya-Vaisesika-s, like the Sankhya-s, admit the 
soul to be many in number and also all-pervasive in size. 
They, however, differ from the Sankhya-s in admitting 
the soul to be essentially insentient but as acquiring 
sentience adventitiously. The soul, according to them, is 
all-pervasive. It is because, out of the three possible 
alternatives, this alone seems to be the most satisfactory 
one. The three alternatives are : the soul should be either 
atomic or of intermediate size or of infinite size (vibhu). 
Of these, the first alternative is not possible, for in that 
case it will not be possible to account for the feelings of 
pleasure and pain experienced by the soul throughout the 
body. That is, if the soul is atomic in size it will be located 
in one place in the body. In that case, it will not be possible 


5. — ibid., 62 


113 


GLEANINGS FROM THE SRIBHASYA 


to account for the feeling of pain caused due to the pricking 
of a thorn in the leg and of pleasure derived from the 
smearing of sandal paste in the chest, at the same time. 
The body itself, being insentient cannot have the feelings. 
Hence the first alternative cannot be adopted. 


The second alternative too is logically untenable. That 
is, if the soul is accepted to be of limited size, that is, neither 
atomic nor all pervasive, then two alternatives present 
themselves. It can be of fixed size or of variable size. Ifit 
is of fixed size as of the size of a sheep (say), then when it 
happens to abide in the body of an elephant in its next 
birth in accordance with its karma-s, then it cannot have 
the feelings of pleasure and pain in those parts of the body 
which it does not pervade. On the other hand, if its size is 
that of an elephant and if it is assciated with the body of 
an ant, then a large part of it will remain outside the body 
and this will rather be a strange position. These difficulties 
suggest that the soul cannot be viewed as having a limited 
but fixed size’. The other alternative is that the soul has 
a limied but a variable size. This,in fact, is the view of the 
Jaina-s. This position, of course, obviates the above 
difficulties. It is because the soul, being variable, can 
expand or contract and adjust itself to whichever body it 
is associated with, in each birth. But the difficulty in regard 
to this position relates to the factor of change, which the 
soul is said to undergo. The Nyaya-Vaisesika-s’ objection 
against this view is that if the soul is subject to change, 
then it will be subject to destruction as well, for change 
and eternity cannot go together. And acceptance of the 
soul as one subject to destruction would render moral and 
ethical values and also philosophical pursuits, futile. Thus, 


6. SB, ILii.9. 
7. — ibid., 1.ii.32 
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as the soul cannot be of either atomic size or of some finite 
size, it has to be accepted as infinite. 


The above view of thé Nydya-Vaisesika-s has forced 
them to admit that the soul cannot be inherently a knower. 
This is because, if the soul were inherently a knower, then 
being all-pervasive it will have to know all things that 
happen at all places even without the aid of sense-organs. 
But this is not found in experience. The fact that the soul 
is not inherently a knower is advocated by the scriptures 
too.The soul is declared to be without any sentience during 
deep-sleep and at the state of liberation. The following 
text states that deep-sleep is characterised by absence of 
knowledge : 


naha khalvayamevam sampratyatmanam jandati, 
no eva imani bhitani® 


(The soul in the state of sleep does not have 
knowledge of itself, of the form “J exist now’, nor 
does it know other things.) 


And the text, na pretya samjna’sti’? conveys the sense 
that there is no consciousness in the soul after the fall of 
the body, immediately preceding liberation”. 


Thus it is concluded that the soul is insentient by itself 
and is infinite in size. Sentience is only adventitious. Moksa 
constitutes release from all bondage when there is cessation 
of all knowledge, and, the soul, then remains in its natural 
state of insentience. 


8. Ch. Up., VIILxi.2 
9. Br. Up., VIvi.l2. 
10. SB. IL iii. 19. 
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3.2.1. REFUTATION OF THE NYAYA-VALSESIKA 
VIEW 


Ramanuja holds that the view that the soul is 
inherently insentient is opposed to experience as well as 
scriptures. The nature of the soul is such that it is always 
munifest to itself as ‘I’, which itself is a form of knowledge, 
and hence it can never be said to be without sentience. 


It is undisputable that the soul is always aware of itself 
during the waking state. The Nyaya-VaiSsesika-s, however, 
have sought to justify the view that the soul is insentient, 
as they hold that consciousness does not inhere in it during 
deep-sleep and in the state of liberation. 


It has already been pointed out that the soul remains 
conscious even during deep-sleep’'. Hence the inherently 
conscious nature of the soul cannot be denied on the basis 
of deep- sleep. 


Further the fundamental position of the author of 
Brahmasitra-s is the satkaryavada, according to which, 
what is not already existent could not be newly created. 
Hence even during deep-sleep the soul does remain 
associated with consciousness which, however is in a latent 
form. And the passage naha khalvayam etc., referred to 
earlier states this much only, namely, knowledge in the 
state of deep sleep is contracted so much that it can as 
well be said that it does not exist. This text does not state 
that knowledge is lost in that stage. We have to interpret 
this passage in that light only, as the text such as 


vijnataram are kena vijaniyat” 


esa hi drasta srota ... vijrianatma purusah" 


11. infra pp. 73-75 
12. Br. Up., Vi.v.15. 
13. Pra.Up., TV 9. 


116 


THE NATURE OF THE SOUL 


and the like affirm that the characteristic of beng a knower 
is the essential nature of soul. Hence there is no reason to 
hold that knowledge ceases to exist during the state of 
deep- sleep. 


The passage, na pretya samjrid asti,which has been 
cited as an authority in respect of the view that there is 
cessation of knowledge in the state of liberation, does not 
at all state that there is no knowledge in the state of 
liberation. It only aims at contrasting the state of the soul 
at the time of the release with the state of bondage set 
forth in the previous passage - 


etebhyo bhutebhyah samutthava tanyevanuvinasyati'* 


This passage refers to the false knowledge which 
consists in mistaking the body for the soul and which 
results in viewing the soul to be subject to birth and death 
that are related to body only. And the succeeding text, na 
pretya samjrig asti, states that in the state of liberation the 
soul does not have the false cognition of the body as the 
soul. 


And this text does not at all state the absence of 
knowledge at the state of release. This view is reconfirmed 
in the Chandogya passage - 


na pasyo mrtyum pasyati na rogam nota duhkhatam 
sarvam ha pasyah paSyati sarvam apnoti sarvasah'° 
{The released soul no more “sees” (suffers) 


death, disease or misery. It “sees” (enjoys) 
all and attains anything from any where) 


It is evident from the above passage that there 1s 
knowledge at the state of liberation and also absence of 


14. Br. Up., IV.iv.12. 
15. Ch. Up. VILXxvi.2. 
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false knowledge that characterizes bondage. Thus, the 
passage na pretya samjhasti, refers only to the absence of 
false knowledge at the state of liberation and not 
knowledge in general. 


Further the Myaya view that the souls are many in 
number and also all-pervasive leads to several difficulties. 
In the first place, the Ny@ya school has defined all- 
pervasiveness as contact with all miurta padaratha-s. 
According to this definition a soul could be all-pervasive 
only when it is in contact with every body and every mind. 
And this would result in the experience by one particular 
soul, of pleasures and pains that are present in other souls 
too.It might be said that the experience of pleasures and 
pains is exclusively related to a particular soul based upon 
the merits and demerits of that soul. So the argument that 
there would result the experience by one particular soul of 
pleasures and pains that are present in other souls, too is 
not correrct. 


The above contention does not hold good. It is because 
merits and demerits could be acquired by a soul only by 
performance of prescribed deeds and by the avoidance of 
interdicted actions. The latter can be carrried out only when 
there is interaction of mind with the soul. And there cannot 
be any exclusive relation between one mind and one soul. 
It is because the all-pervasiveness of the soul implies its 
relation to every mind. As such, any action performed or 
avoided by a soul with the interaction of the mind would 
give forth merits and demerits, and these would be common 
to every soul. Hence there would be the contingence of 
the experience by one particular soul of pleasure and pain 
that are present in other souls too.Hence the Nyaya- 
Vaisesika view that the souls are all-pervasive is not 
sound!®, 


a tenet eyatthrerenenenn revere 
16. S.B., .iii. 32. 
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3.3 THE ADVAITA VIEW 


The basic tenet of Advaita is the absolute oneness of 
the Ultimate Reality. The scriptures coupled with reasoning 
show that Reality cannot be manifold. Accordingly the 
manifold souls, as revealed in our ordinary experience, 
cannot be real as such, but are only appearances of 
Brahman - the only Reality.It is due to the association of 
avidya,which is indeterminable either as real or as an 
absolute nothing, that the partless Brahman appears as 
bound souls; and the state of being a soul is decidedly 
false. Hence the jiva-s are ultimately none but Brahman 
even in their conditioned state and are not different from 
it; nor are they independent realities in themselves. 


An analysis of some of the Upanisadic texts and also 
reasoning go to confirm the above piosition. The soul has 
to be either different or non-different from Brahman. The 
other alternative (i.e., being different and also non- 
different, simultaneously) is not possible because that 
would involve contradiction'’. Of these two, the first 
alternative is not possible on the following grounds: 

The passages such as 

sadeva somya idamagra asit'*. 
Gtmaivedam sarvam'® 
brahmaivedam sarvam”. 
idam sarvam yadayamatma’'. 
nanyo ’to’sti drasta*’ 
nanyo ’to’sti drastr®? 

17. SB, iiiv.20-22. 

18. ibid., VILii.1 

19. ChUp.,VLiil 

20. Nr.Tap.Up.,VIL3 

21. Br.Up.,VL.v.7. 

22.  ibid., V.vii.27 

23.  ibid., V.viii.10 
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and the like, declare the identity between the soul and 
Brahman. 


And other passages Ike 
anyo ‘savanyo ‘hamasmiti,na sa tha 
pasuh” 
mrtyoh sa mrtyumapnoti ya iha naneva 
pasyati*. 


etc., disapprove of the vision of dulaity. 


Hence it has to be admitted that according to the 
Upanisad-s, jiva-s and Brahman are essentially one, or 
more strictly, non-different from each other. 


Further if we subscribe to the view that the soul is 
different from Brahman, then we would be forced to admit 
that liberation is non-eternal*°. It is because if difference 
is admitted between the two, then moksa will have to be 
admitted as being attained through the performance of 
some activity by the jiva, which will render it non-eternal. 
So it is not possible to hold jiva to be different from 
Brahman. As has already been pointed out, there cannot 
be difference - cum - non-difference between the two. 
Hence the two must necesssarily be viewed as one and the 
same in their essential nature. 


The seeming difference between the two and the 
infinite number of souls that come within the ran ge of one’s 
experience are due to Brahman’s association with the 
indeterminable avidyd. It is because of the latter, that 
Brahman sees multiplicity within itself and attains 1o the 
state of innumerable bound souls. 


24.  ibid., IILiv.10 
25. ibid. VI.iv.19 
26. BSS.B., .iv.22 
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Thus the soul in its true nature is pure consciousness, 
though its state of being a soul (that is, jivatva) is only 
superimposed due to avidya. And jivatva is, therefore, 
illusory. 


The soul, thus, in the ultimate analysis, is not a single 
indivisible whole, but a complex entity, that is, a blend of 
pure consciousness and antahkarana, a product of avidya’’. 
And this views provides the basis for reconciling some of 
the seeming contradictions found in the sruti as well as in 
experience. 


The sruti declares the soul to be eternal at some places 
and non-eternal at others. The Mundakopanisad for 
instance, states that the souls are subject to creation and 
destruction just like sparks of fire emanting from a fire- 


ball. 

yatha  sudiptat pdadvakat visphulingah 
sahasrasah prabhavate sarupah 

tathaksarat  vividhah somya  bhavah 
prajayante tatra caivapiyanti®. 

But some others texts, like 

sa va esa mahdanajatma jaro’mrto’bhayo 

brahma”’. 
na jayate mriyate va vipascit® 


etc., state that it is neither created nor destroyed but is 
eternal. Now the fact that jiva consists of two components 
- the non-eternal antahkarana and the eternal 
consciousness - explains both the above declarations. It is 


27. — cf., Outlines of Indian Philosophy, pp.342-343. 
28. Muna. Up. 1Li.l. 

29. Br. Up.,V1.iv.25 

30. = Kath. Up. 11.18 
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said to be non-eternal and subject to creation and 
destruction, on the basis of the non-eternal nature of one 
of its components, namely, the antahkarana’'. And it is 
declared to be eternal because it is non-different from 
Brahman and the difference is due to avidya. 


Further our experience shows all the objects of the 
world as objects known and the souls as knowers. Thus in 
all instances of knowing the soul remains as the subject as 
in “I know the pot” etc. But in the instance of the soul 
knowing itself as “I know myself” it remains as the subject 
as well as the object in the act of knowing, and this is a 
seeming contradiction. The contradiction, however, can 
be reconciled if we adopt the above view on the nature of 
the soul. The soul being Brahman, is of the form of pure 
knowledge and hence could never become the object of 
another knowledge. Hence what is known as ‘I’ in the 
‘I-cognition’ is the insentient component, namely, the 
antahkarana*. \n fact being a subject is also not natural 
to the soul; for, being pure Brahman, it cannot be a knower 
either. And the absence of the notion of‘? during deep- 
sleep and liberation shows that the characteristic of being 
a knower 1s not natural to it. 


Again, the agency of the soul, according to the 
Advaitin is only illusory. Sankara proves in the 
kartradhikarana that the soul is an agent. But subsequently 
under the sutra - yatha ca taksobhayatha, he argues that 
the agency of the soul is not natural to it but only caused 
due to the association of buddhi. If it were natural to the 
soul, then there can never be release from it. And as agency 
always involves misery it cannot be said to be present at 
the state of release. Hence just as a carpenter becomes an 
agent when associated with his tools and remains a non- 


31 BSSB., W.tii..17 
32. Panicapadika, pp.85-86 
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agent when dissociated from them, so the soul becomes 
an agent when associated with the instrument, namely, 
buddhi or antahkarana and remains as a non-agent when 
dissociated from it. Hence, in effect, the agency of the 
soul is only adventitiously presented in it*?. 


Further the soul, being Brahman itself, is all pervasive 
in size. But yet, itis declared in the scriptures to be atomic 
in size. This again is because the characteristic of 
antahkarana, namely, atomicity, is attributed to the soul”, 
though it (the soul) is, by itself, all-pervasive. 


To sum up : the soul is a blend of pure consciousness 
and antahkarana. The characteristics of the soul such as 
agency, enjoyership, knowership and atomicity are 
adventitiously presented in it and not natural to it. This 
itself is bondage and liberation constitutes release from 
these attributed qualities and remaining in its natural state 
as Brahman. 


3.3.1. REFUTATION OF THE ADVAITA VIEW 


Ramanuja directs a severe criticism on the Advaitic 
view of the soul and declares that the soul is a reality 
according to every pramd@na and not a fictitious 
appearance.It is a complete whole in itself and does not 
consist of sentient and insentient components. It is the 
substratum of knowledge, a natural agent and an enjoyer. 
These constitute the essential attributes of the soul and it 
is impossible to conceive of the soul without any of these 
qualities. In fact, divested of these, there can be no 
difference between the soul and insentient matter. 


Agency, enjoyership and knowership are the 
characteristic features of a sentient being and it is rather 


33. BSS.B.|iii40. 
34. ibid, ILiii.29. 
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strange that these are admitted to be present in the 
insentient antahkarana by the Advaitin. 


Sankara rejects the SGvikhya view on the ground that 
knowership and agency are the characteristics of a sentient 
being and are not attributable to an insentient prahyti*. 
But the same criticism is equally applicable to his own 
view, if an insentient antahkarana is admitted to be 
endowed with the characertistics of agency and 
knowership. 


According to Ramanuja, the instance cited above does 
not involve any contradiction at all. It is because, the 
essential nature of the soul is to become aware of itself as 
‘T’, which is called pratyaktva. In this notion, the soul, no 
doubt becomes the subject as well as the object of 
knowledge. Nevertheless there is no contradiction here 
as held by the Advaitin. It is because the soul as a 
precondition to knowing objects external to itself, first 
knows itself which is its very nature. This has been 
discussed in the previous chapter”. 


Another defect pointed out earlier is that agency 
always leads to misery due to which it cannot be admitted 
as natural to the soul. But it is not observed so in all cases. 
For instance, smearing of sandal-paste generates delight 
and does not lead to misery. On the contrary, non-activity 
in respect of scriptura! injunctions leads to hell, which is 
full of misery’’. Hence it is not agency or its absence that 
leads to misery, but only performance or non performance 
of prohibited or prescribed actions. 


35 ibid. Liv.5, Iii] 
36. infra. p. 68 
37. SP. onSB.,I1. iii.39, Vol Il, p.375. 
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3.4 RAMANUJA’S VIEW 


The soul according to Ramanuja is real and not an 
illusory appearance caused by avidya. It is a complete 
whole in itsef and the content of the cognition of “T”. 


The statements of oneness between the soul and 
Brahman in the Upanisad-s do not mean absolute oneness 
as construed by the Advaitins. They only emphasize the 
inseparableness of the two. 


The statments of oneness are not found exclusively 
with regard to the soul and Brahman, but also are found in 
respect of insentient matter and Brahman. Just as the latter 
cannot be taken in their literal sense, so the former also 
cannot be taken literally. This is because the nature of 
Brahman has been declared to be essentially different from 
insentient matter and also from the soul. And the author 
of the Brahmasitra-s not only states repeatedly the clear 
distinction between the soul and Brahman, but also affirms 
the superior nature of Brahman as in the aphorism - 
adhikam tu bhedanirdesat’® etc. 


The conception of oneness between the soul and 
Brahman has been discussed in detail in the previous 
chapter?’. 


Accordingly, the oneness between the soul and 
Brahman, and also between the world and Brahman, is in 
the sense of inseparability and not in an absolute sense. 
We shall now see in some detail the relation of the soul to 
Brahman. 


38. BS, Ihi.22. 
39. infra. pp.83-92 
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3.4.1. THE SOUL IN RELATION TO BRAHMAN 


The author of the Brahmasutra-s declares that the soul 
is an amsa (mode) of Brahman: 


amso nanavyapadesat anyatha capi 
dasakitavaditvam adhiyata eke*. 


And the reason he states is that scriptures speak of it 
as different from and also one with Brahman. Thus the 
conception of the relation between the soul and Brahman 
according to Badarayana, is not one of difference-cum- 
non-difference, in the sense in which Bhaskara or 
YadavaprakaSa understands. Nor is it in the sense of 
oneness as held by Sankara. On the otherhand, it is one 
of mode and substantive - amSa and amsi. 


What is significant here is that Badarayana does not 
take the declarations of difference and non-difference to 
propound a theory of difference-cum-non-difference, but 
holds them as a clue to view that the soul is an amsa. And 
he settles the issue on the basis of Upanisadic and other 
smrti passages which explicitly speak of the soul as an 
amsa. For example, 


pado’sya visva bhutani tripadasyamrtam divi"! 

mamaivamso jivaloke jivabhiitah sanatanah®. 
Thus on the authority of the author of Brahmasutra-s, 
Ramanuja concludes that the soul is an amsa of Brahman. 


Though the soul is said to be an amsa, it does not 
form a part of the essential nature of Brahman, as the 
essential nature of Brahman is partless. The soul remains 
at all times inseparably one with Brahman, but yet is not 


40. BS, W.1i.42., 
4] Tait. Ar. Pur.Sii., WL.xii.3 
42. BG. XV.7. 
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altogether one with it. And the relation does not have any 
worldly analogy. It is in this sense that it is declared that 
the state of jiva being an amsa could be known only from 
the scriptures and which is to be realized later directly in 
the ripened state of meditation or at the state of liberation. 


Thus in the system of Ramanuja, the soul and 
Brahman are essentially different and yet are inseparably 
one. It is, therefore, viewed as an amsa of Brahman in a 
very special sense so that it forms neither a part of 
Brahman’s essential nature nor remains totally separated 
from it. This is what is signified by the term amSa in the 
aphorism. Thus the declarations of both oneness as well 
as difference between the soul and Brahman in the 
scriptures are valid in their primary senses. In the words, 
of Ramanuja, 

evam jivaparayoh visesanavisesyatva-krtam 

svabhava-vailaksanyam G$ritya bhedanirdesah 

pravartante abhedanirdesastu prthaksiddhyanarha 
viSesananadm visesya paryantatvam asritya 
mukhyatvenopapadyante* 


3.4.2. THE SOUL AS ETERNAL 


The soul according to R&amanuja is eternal and is a 
reality in itself. It is eternal in the sense that it does not 
undergo any change in its essential nature unlike 
insentient matter, which constantly undergoes change. In 
other words, it is immutable and remains the same at all 
times. There occurs change in its attributive consciousness; 
but this, however, does not affect the eternal character of 
the soul because of its immutable nature. 


43. SB. ILiii.45. 
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The Upanisadic texts that speak of creation and 
destruction refer to the association and disassociation of 
the soul from the body. 


3.4.3; THE ATOMIC NATURE OF THE SELF 


Ramanuja further maintains that the soul is atomic.in 
size, neither all-pervasive nor of intermediate size. It 
cannot be of a limited size; for in that case it has to be 
admitted that it either undergoes change or does not. To 
either of the alternatives there are difficulties. If it is 
admitted to be not undergoing any change, then the 
difficulties that were pointed our earlier**, while dealing 
with the Nya@ya-Vaisesika view would arise. On the other 
hand, if it is accepted as subject to change then there would 
arise conflict with the Upanisadic teaching that it does 
not undergo any change in its essential nature. It comes to 
this that the soul cannot be of an intermediate size. 


That the soul cannot be all-pervasive is clear from the 
Upanisad-s which speak of the ascent of the soul from the 
body, to the other world and its return. These texts would 
be rendered meaningless if the soul were all-pervasive. 
Further the scriptures expressly declare the soul to be 
atomic in size, and also seek to reiterate the minute size 
through illustrations. The text - 


eso ‘nuratma cetasa veditavyah* 
states that the soul, which is atomic has to be perceived 
through a cleansed mind. And the text - 
valagraSsatabhagasya Satadha kalpitasya ca 
bhago jivah sa vijneyah* 
44 infra. p.114 
45. Mund. Up., I1.i.9 
46.  Svet. Up., V.9. 
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states that if one cuts the tip of a hair into a hundred pieces 
and one part of it into another hundred pieces, then one 
part of the latter is the size of the jiva. 


Further the soul cannot be admitted to be all pervasive 
on the ground that it will not only go against the spirit of 
the scriptures, but also will involve logical contradictions. 
If the soul is all-pervasive, what then, it may be asked, is 
the cause for the rise and the destruction of knowledge in 
it. If the soul itself is admitted to be the cause then there 
should either be knowledge at all times or no knowledge 
at all . If, on the other hand, knowledge is admitted to 
arise as a result of the contact of the soul with mind or 
other instruments of knowledge such as the sense- organs, 
even then there should be knowledge at all times; for, being 
eternal and omnipresent, the soul is eternally in contact 
with them. Moreover, the position that a particular soul 
has knowledge of a particular object at a given time cannot 
be maintained, as every soul is in contact with every 
instrument of cognition at all times*’. On these grounds, 
it cannot be held that the soul is all-pervasive. 


To sum up: the soul, according to Ramanuja, is atomic 
in size; yet, it does pervade the entire body through its 
attributive consciousness and hence is capable of 
experiencing the feelings throughout the body. The 
scriptures which speak of the soul as infinite must be taken 
to refer only to the all-pervasive nature of the attributive 
consciousness; and not to its substratum, namely, the jiva. 


The view of Ramanuja thus accounts for all the 
declarations of the scriptures without invo lving any 
contradition. It is, therefore, in accordance with the 
teachings of the scriptures and the Brahmasttra-s. 


47. SB. , IWiii32, 
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3.4.4. THE SOUL AS A KNOWER 


According to Ramanuja, knowledge is the distinctive 
feature of the soul. It is this that distinguishes the soul 
from insentient matter. 


The soul is self-manifest and always remains revealed 
to itself as ‘I’. The ‘I’-cognition’ or the aham pratyaya is 
not illusory; it forms the essence of the soul. The chief 
characteristic of the soul is its abililty to know itself; and 
this characteristic abides in the soul, always enabling the 
latter to remain as the knower of its own self. 


The soul is not just pure-consciousness as maintained 
by the schools of Advaita and the Sankhya; it is also the 
substratum of consciousness. In the Upanisad-s the soul 
is refered to as of the form-knowledge (vijianaghanah)** 
and also as a knower(vijnatay”. 


The soul is said to be pure consciousness because it is 
self- manifest. But it is not only consciousness, but also a 
conscious being as it is aware not only of itself, but also of 
objects external to itself. Thus it is knowledge in itself as 
well as a knower. In a way, the nature of the soul, can be 
said to be analogous to a lamp, which is luminous by 
itself and also illuminates objects external to it. 


3.4.5. THE SOUL AS AN AGENT 


The soul is essentially an agent according to Ramanuja. 
The Sankhya and the Advaita schools do not subscibe to 
the view that the soul is essentially an agent. 


Scriptures too deny agency in respect of the soul at 
some places, and posit it to the guna-s or to prakrti. 


48. Br. Up., IV.iv 
49. ibid. IV.iv.14 
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For instance, the Bhagavadgita passage - 


prakyteh kriyamanani gunaih karmani sarvasah 
ahankaravimiudhatma kartahamiti manyate*. 


declares that everything is carried out by the guya-s of 
prakrti and to think that the soul is an agent is nothing but 
delusion. 


And another passage, 
karyakaranakartrtve hetuh prakrtirucyate”' 


states that it is the prakrti that is the cause for carrying 
out all actions. 


Ramanuja, however rejects the above view on the 
ground that the scriptures themselves can become 
meaningful only if the soul is inherently an agent and not 
other wise. According to him, the agency of the soul is 
clearly imbedded in the karma theory, according to which, 
every soul reaps the fruits of its actions. 


Further Ramanuja observes that scriptures never 
intend to deny the agency of the soul as is sought to be 
made out. The reason why agency is apparently denied to 
the soul in some texts and attributed to the guna-s is due 
to the fact that as long as the soul is in bondage, its agency 
is influenced by the three guna-s of prakrti. It is due to 
this that it is rather metaphorically stated that the guna-s 
themselves or the prakrti is the agent”. 


In fact, the agency of the soul is recognised in the 
Bhagavadgita itself. The text, 


adhisthanam tatha karta*>. 


30. BG, IL. 27 
51. ibid.,  XII1.20. 
52. SB, IL iii.33 
53. BG, XVIII14 
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makes specific reference to the soul as an agent. But 
agency is gooken of w ith reference to the guna-s first, to 
show the influence of the guna-s upon the soul as long as 
the soul is in bodily existence. 


Thus according to Ramanuja, the agency of the soul 
is natural to it and not illusorily superimposed. 


3.4.6 AGENCY OF THE SOUL - DEPENDENT 
UPON GOD 


Ramanuja further declares that the agency of the soul 
is dependent upon God. And the view is purely based 
upon the scriptural texts which declare God as the indweiler 
and the inner-controller of every soul. The Brhadaranyaka 
text - 


ya atmani tisthan ..... ya atmanamantaro 
yamayati*, 


states that God dwells in the soul and controls it from 
within’. 


3.4.6.1. FREE WILL AND FATALISM. 


The fact that the soul is under the control of God does 
not mean the soul has no freedom at all. God is the 
controller, in the sense that,for every act of the soul, His 
direction or consent is necessary as without that, the soul 
cannot act. Yet God does not dictate or force the soul to 
act as He wishes. It is thus: the soul, according to 
Ramanuja, is at perfect liberty to act as it wishes, at the 
first instance of every act. At that time, God remains 


54. Br Up, V.vii.26 
55. SB. ILiii.40 
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merely as an onlooker. [n the second instance He directs 
the soul to function further according to its initial desire. 
As it is not possible for the soul to proceed according to 
its wish without the direction or consent of God, it is said 
to be under the control of God. 


Yet as the soul has got absolute freedom at the first 
instance wherein it can exercise its discretion, without any 
external interference whatsoeer. it becomes the subject of 
scriptural injunctions 


3.4.6.2. AN OBJECTION 


Now the following question arises: from the above 
discussion it is known that the soul could perform any act, 
only with the consent of God. And this is true even when 
the soul acts in an evil way. But when the soul proceeds 
in an evil path, God could prevent it effortlessly merely 
by withholding His consent, and prevent the souls from 
committing sins, thus saving them from the attendant evils. 
The failure on His part to do so shows only His cruelty or 
mercilessness towards the souls. 


But, according to Ram&nuja, there is no room for the 
above objection in view of the following facts: the souls 
have been provided with the capacity to know(jnatrtva), 
the power to act(kartrtva) and the right to enjoy the fruits 
of the action (bhoktrtva), by God. It comes to this that, the 
souls are essentially different from the insentient matter, 
which is devoid of any of these features. 


It must be noted that although both matter and souls 
are under the absolute control of God, yet He does not 
treat the souls on par with the insentient matter. The latter 


56. — ibid., 1.11.41 
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by itself is incapable either to to act or to refrain from 
acting, and is made to act or otherwise by the will of a 
sentient being. 


The soul, unlike matter, has been given the ability to 
think and act by itself, and also it has free will either to act 
ornotto. If God interferes and makes the soul act or refrain 
from acting according to His will, then there will be no 
distinction between the sentient soul and the insentient 
matter. Hence He never interferes with the freedom of 
souls. This is evidenced in the Bhagavadgita. Inthe entire 
Gita, the Lord declares clearly and repeatedly that He is 
the indweller and the absolute controller of all the souls. 
This being the case, it will not be totally impossible for 
Him to make Arjuna fight the battle by His mere will. On 
the other hand, throughout the Gita, He only tries to infuse 
knowledge and ultimately leaves it to Arjuna to choose 
his way. 


. / : f : aoe 
vimrsyaitadasesena vathecchasi tatha kuru?’ 


(Think over all that I have said. and act according 
to your wish). 


From the above it would be clear that, though the soul 
is under the absolute control of God, He never imposes 
His will upon it. Nevertheless He does not remain totally 
indifferent. As the soul has been provided with the ability 
to know, think and act, God has shown through the 
Sastra-s, the right and the wrong, and has indirectly 
forbidden the soul from commiting interdicted actions by 
pointing out the evils that would ensue thereby. In spite 
of this, if the soul deliberately commits sinful acts 
persistently not caring about the resultant fruits, then God 


37. -B.G., XVII.63. 
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simply allows it to proceed in its way which itselfis a sort 
of punishment: 


anumatih phaladanamubhayamapi dandaprakara 
eva’s 


But still it may be cotended that when the soul 
proceeds on detrimental paths, God remains indifferent or 
grants His assent, there will remain the charge that He is 
merciless (nirdaya). 


Ramanuja, however, is of the view that the above 
criticism cannot be levelled upon God. He states that 
“mercy is defined as one’s unbearable state at seeing 
another’s suffering. It is a spontaneous feeling which 
expects nothing in return.” But such a mercy, which is 
misplaced in one who is deliberately bent upon 
transgressing all Sastric injunctions will not be a virtue, 
but will mean only an abject impotence. What is required 
in such places is only a firm action (against the wrong- 
doers) which alone will be a virtue: 


daya hi nama svarthanirapeksa paraduhkha 
asahisnuta. sG ca svaSasana ativrtti vyavasayinyvapi 
vartamana na gunayavakalpate. pratyuta 
apumstvamevavahati. tannigraha eva tatra 
gunah””. 


From this, it should not be thought that God ceases to 
be merciful. He forgives all the innumerable heinous sins 
that the jiva has continuously accumulated all through the 
ages, the moment it withdraws the will to commit those 
sins. Thereafter God Himself takes every effort to bring 


f if 
58. S.P. on SB, ibid 
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the well-being to the jiva, leading ultimately to its final 

emancipation: 
svasasana-ativrtti-vyavasayanivritimatrena- 
anadi-anantakalpa upacita durvisaha-ananta- 
aparadha-anangikarena nirati§ayasukha- 
samvrddhaye.svayameva prayatate® 


Thus, according to Ramanuja, God is abundantly and 
uniformly merciful, towards all the jiva-s. But as the 
jiva-s are provided with a free will and power to know 
and act themselves, He does not thrust His will upon them 
when they tread a wrong path, inspite of His absolute 
control over them,which is fully in consonance with his 
Godly nature. He merely looks for a positive attitude from 
the jiva, to eschew all evil, and a will to submit to Sastric 
injunctions, which is predominantly a mental disposition 
rather than any physical act. From then on, He takes it 
upon Himself as His bounden duty to protect the jiva, 
enhancing more and more, the natural inner urge of the 
jiva for attaining spiritual bliss culminating ultimately in 
a union with Himself, whereafter the jiva enjoys infinite 
bliss in the company of God, forever. 


3.4.6.3. A FURTHER OBJECTION 


The above discussion shows that the jiva has an 
absolute free-will and that it acts only at its own discretion, 
not being influenced by God. But the Kausitaki Upanisad 
seems to express a contrary view thus : 


60. Lot. cit 
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esa hyeva sadhukarma karayati tam yamebhyo 
lokebhya unninisati; esa evasaidhukarma 
ka@rayati tam yamadhoninisati". 


(God Himself makes the jiva do the right thing, 
whom He wants to elevate from the lower worlds; 
and He Himself makes that jiva do the wrong things, 
whom he wants to punish). 


Thus it seems that the jiva does not have a free will as 
is sought to be made out. 


Ramanuja replies that the said passage is not a general 
statement, but concerns itself with very special cases. 


The word tam in the passage cited above specifically 
refers to a particular individual soul who has been 
consistently pursuing the path of devotion along with the 
path of karma relating to his stage and class of life. This 
word, therefore, is not be taken as referring to souls in 
general. The import of the passage therefore would be: 
God is gratified by the conduct of a particular soul and 
takes pleasure in seeing that he carries out his religious 
duties in an unswerving manner and thereby enables him 
to attain the supreme human-end - that is, liberation. And 
for another who persistently and deliberatly acts in an 
extremely deplorable manner (by transgressing all 
scriptural injuctions), God Himself in order to castigate 
him, arouses a desire in such acts that will take him away 
from Himself to a very low state. 


Ramanuja substantiates this view by making reference 
to the Gita text which declares that God Himself destroys 
the darkness of ignorance and bestows the light of 
knowledge with utmost compassion, on those who worship 


61. Kau. Up., 111.65. 
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Him, yearning for His company at all times. 
tesam satatayuktanam bhajatam pritipurvakam 
dadami buddhiyogam tam yena mam upayanti te 
tesamevanukampartham ahamajnanajam tamah 
nasayamyatmabhavastho jrianadipena bhasvata® 


Ramanuja further observes that He Himself throws 
them into demoniac and inauspicious births again and 
again, those who are cruel and highly debased and who 
harbour a deep hatred for God and abjure that the world is 
devoid of God: 


asatyam apratistham te jagadahuranisvaram™ 
mamatmaparadehesu pradvisantobhyasuyakah® 
tanaham dvisatah kruran samsaresu naradhaman 
ksipamyajasram asubhan asurisveva yonishu® 


The above view that God Himself throws the soul into 
inauspicious births and makes him do evil act, again leads 
us to the original quesion of mercilessness on the part of 
God. SudarSana Suri, raising the above objection observes 
that it is not a rule that mercy is always a virtue and its 
absence is always a defect, for it is the duty of the 
protector to punish the wicked and protect the virtuous. 


dayacedgunah nigrahsceddosa iti na niyamo sti. 
loke asthanadayayah sthananigrahasya ca 
gunatvadosatva darsanabhavat’. 


63. BG,X11. 
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Further the chastisement meted out to the jiva also 1s 
only for its own ultimate good, for it purifies and makes it 
eligible to pursue the path to liberation. But God allowing 
the soul to do evil and then punishing them does not show 
His mercilessness, but only His Godly nature, as explained 
earlier. In this connection, Prof. Raghavachar’s 
observations are worth recording : 


“Divine grace involves no violence to individual 
personality. It does not operate in the direction of securing 
the summum bonum when that direction of its operation is 
not desired by the individual. That tco is a fundamental 
law of the Supreme working of Divine grace. All good is 
a gift of God. But no gift is thrust on unwilling and 
undesiring individuals. This is neither a limitation nor a 
denial of the compassion or omnipotence of God. The 
vision of God is a fulfilment of individual personality and 
not a suppression of it. It will not be such a fulfilment, 
when it is inflicted upon loveless souls. Its very quality as 
the Supreme good demands individual aspiration and 
longing for it. God, as VedantadeSika puts it, gives evil 
when.-evil is desired, though it is evil, because it is His 
fundamental nature to fulfil the desires of the individual. 
Thus love for perfecion is a fundamental pre-supposition 
of perfection. This does not make God’s grace conditional. 
That aspiration must receive fulfilment is itself a law that 
is an expression of the unconditional grace of God. This 
dependence on aspiration is for rendering the fulfilment a 
real joy and substantial self-realization. It is out of sheer 
grace that divine grace awaits the birth of aspiration; 
otherwise it would be a violation of personality. Grace 
despotic would be less of grace, than grace responsive to 
and demanding human longing for grace.’*® 


68. Introduction to Vedarthasangraha, p. 110. 
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3.5 IS SANKARA’S VIEW FAVOURED IN THE 
BRAHMASUTRA-S? - A REVIEW. 


On the issue of knowership, Sankara’s view does not 
seem to be in conformity with the spirit of the sutra-s. He 
insists that knowership cannot be inherent to the soul on 
the ground that it involves change. And hence he holds 
that the soul is only pure consciousness and not a conscious 
being. 

Ramanuja accepts the view that the soul is pure 
consciousness; but he does not subscribe to the view that 
it is not a conscious being. This he does both on the basis 
of experience and on the authority of the express statements 
of knowership in the scriptures. He further holds that 
knowership does not involve change in the strict sense of 
the term and this has been dealt with in the previous 
chapter”. 


The author of the Brahmasutra-s defines the soul as 
jna, which Sankara altogether arbitrarily construes as pure 
knowledge. SudarSana Suri points out that the word actully 
means only a knower as this is how it is grammatically 
derived and used in language. And the lexical recording 
goes as dhiro manisi jnah prajriah”™. Thus the interpretation 
of the word as pure knowledge is only a forced one”. 


The aphorism jro ‘ta eva” is directed in fact, not only 
against the Vaisesika-s who hold the soul to be an insentient 
principle but also against those like the Sankhya-s, who 
hold it to be of the form of pure knowledge, and not a 
knower. Hence the criticism is equally applicable to 
Sankara who shares the Sankhya view in this regard. 


69. infra. pp.70-71 
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Ramanuja’s interpretation, whereas, is natural and in tune 
with the spirit of the siitva. Sankara’s interpretation further, 
fails to account for those sruti passages that speak of the 
soul as a knower and those that make a clear distinction 
between the substative and the attributive consciousness. 


In the Brahmasiitra-s, the issue that follows, concerns 
with the size of the soul. The discussion regarding the soul 
centres around the concept of knowership. That is, there 
arises the objection that if the soul is admitted to be 
inherently a knower, there will arise the contingency that 
it will have to know all things that happen at all places, 
because it is all-pervasive (vibhu). The author of the 
sutra-s rejects this objection on the ground that the soul is 
only atomic and not all pervasive. 


Now, Sankara determines the size of the soul as 
all- pervasive in the utkrdntvadhikarana. According to 
him, the prima facie view is that the soul is atomic. And 
the ground on which he seeks to establish the soul as 
ali-pervasive is that it is none other than Brahman in its 
essential nature. Hence statements of atomicity in respect 
of the soul are only figurative, as the atomicity of 
antahkarana is attributed to the soul. In other words, 
according to Sankara, the size of the antahkarana is spoken 
of as that of the soul, by courtesy, though the soul is only 
all-pervasive”>. 


SudarSana Stiri, however, finds the view unsatisfactory 
on the following grounds: according to him, since the 
discussion concerns with the soul it is not appropriate to 
state its atomicity as the prima facie view, for then it will 
stultify those texts that state the soul as atomic. It cannot 
be said that those tests speak of the conditioned state of 
Jiva, the state which is caused adventitiusly, and not of the 
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natural state, of jiva. It is because the view that the atomic 
size is only adventitously presented does not stand logical 
scrutiny. In the first place, there will arise the question 
whether the atomicity that is caused adventitiously lasts 
as long as the soul lasts or not. If it is held to last as long 
as the soul, then it cannot be said to be adventitious. On 
the other hand, if it does not last as long as the soul lasts, 
then it amounts to saying that the soul does not last till 
moksa. This is because according to Advaita, moksa 
constitutes removal of jiva-hood, which is attained just 
by the removal of the upddhi even before attaining moksa. 
And this certainly is an unwelcome position”. 


Further Sankara is not justified in holding that it is 
only because of its association with an updGdhi that the 
soul becomes atomic. It is thus: Upanisadic texts no doubt 
declare that the soul is atomic in size. But they do not 
offer any explanation as to why it is to be viewed as atomic 
in size. From this we can deduce that the atomic size that 
pertains to the soul is quite natural to it. This would become 
clear when we compare the texts that speak of the soul as 
of atomic size, with those that speak of Brahman too as 
atomic in size. The latter, after stating that Brahman is 
atomic in size offer an explanation as to why Brahman is 
referred to be so. The explanation offered is that Brahman 
is referred to as of atomic in size with a view to facilitiate 
its concentered meditation in the heart of the updasaka. 
From this it is evident that only all-pervasiveness is natural 
to Brahman while the atomic size is only an 
attribution to it for the purpose of meditation. Since no 
such explanation is offered in the Upanisad -s for viewing 
the soul to be atomic in size, it has to be taken that atomic 
size is natural to the soul. The Advaitin’s contention that 
itis only caused adventitiously, therefore, is not correct”. 


74. SP. on S.B., IL.iii.32, Vol Il, p.367. 
75. — ibid., p. 368 
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Further the text- 


tena pradyotena esa atma niskramati ©. 


states that Atman or the soul departs from the body to the 
other world. The Advaitin holds that Gman or the soul is 
all-pervasive as it is identical with Brahman; but owing 
to its association with mind it appears to be atomic in size 
and this enables the soul to depart from the body. 
Ramanuja points out that atomic size being natural to it, 
there is no necessity to assume that it is adventitious. 
Further the primary significance of the term - atman is the 
soul as such. The Advaitin's concept of the soul as 
consciousness associated with the upadhi, that is mind, 
involves the adoption of secondary signification in the case 
of the word -atman. But when primary signification holds 
good, there is no reason why it should be abandoned and 
secondary signification adopted. 


Yet another reason as to why the word atman referred 
to in the Upanisad cited above should not be viewed as 
one associated with the limiting condition, namely, the 
mind is this: the Upanisad-s in some of their texts speak 
of the departure of the limiting conditions such as mind, 
etc. If, according to the Advaitin, mind forms a part of the 
soul, then the reference to the departure of the soul itself 
would involve the departure of the mind too. And so there 
is no need for specific reference to the departure of mind. 
From this it would be clear that the soul does not consist 
within itself the limiting condition - mind. It is naturally 
atomic in size. And this enables it to depart from the body. 


Further the Upanisadic text 
esonuratma cetasa veditavyah ~ 


76. Br. Up., Vi.iv.24. 
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specifically refers to the soul as atomic in size. This text 
does not refer to either of the states - bondage or release in 
relation to the soul. This, therefore, is a stronger evidence 
to hold that the soul is atomic in size naturally”. 


To sum up this part of the discussion: atomic size is 
natural to the soul. Hence it is inappropriate to assume 
that all-pervasiveness characterizes the soul and then 
explain that atomic size spoken of with reference to it as 
adventitiously present. 


The kartradhikarana consists of seven aphorisms. The 
theme of this section is agency on the part of the soul. 
Ramanuja in his commentary observes that agency is 
natural to the soul. After that he refers to an objection that 
if agency is natural to the soul, then there will be no 
cessation to it and states that this objection is removed by 
the author of the siitra-s by stating that just as a carpenter 
does his work when he wishes to and remains quiet when 
he does not wish to, in the same way, the soul would 
perform activities when it wishes to and would remain 
quiet when it does not wish to. Further, the carpenter does 
not cease to be an agent when he remains quiet. In the 
same way, the soul does not cease to be an agent when it 
rémains quiet. This view is expressed in the Sitra - 


yatha ca taksobhayatha.” 
which is the last one in the kartradhikarana. 


Sankara, however, treats the above sitra as 
constituting a seperate section and states that this aphorism 
discusses the question whether agency on the part of the 
soul is real or indeterminable and concludes by saying that 
on the analogy, of the carpenter who ceases to be an agent 


78. SP. on S.B., Wii32, Voll, p.368. 
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when he does not utilize his instruments, the soul also 
ceases to be an agent in the state of deep-sleep, etc. Agency, 
therefore, is indeterminable on the part of the soul. 


Ramanuja is of the view that there is no basis for 
treating the aphorism - yatha’ ca taksobhayatha, as 
constituting a separate adhikarana. On the other hand, 
there is stronger reason to treat it as a part of the 
kartradhikarana itsef. It is because the latter proves the 
characteristic of agency on the part of the soul after a 
thorough examination of the Sankhya theory that the 
characteristic of agency pertains only to the buddhi-tattva. 
There could arise a doubt as to whether the characteristic 
of agency belongs to the buddhi-tattva or not. And it is 
precisely this doubt that is sought to be dispelled in this 
adhikarana. There is no ground for the rise of the doubt 
as to whether agency on the part of the soul is real or 
indeterminable. As such there arises no occasion or need 
to dispel such a doubt. This leads one to conclude that 
there is no need to treat the aphorism - yathda ca 
taksobhayath as a distinct one and to hold that it is intended 
to dispel the doubt regarding the inherent nature of agency 
on the part of the soul. 


Further the section kartradhikarana excluding the 
aphorism - yathad ca taksobhayatha. is, according to 
Sankara, intended to refute the Sankhya view that buddhi 
- tattva is the agent and the purusa or the self is only an 
experient. A careful study of the Sdnkhya view along with 
that of Advaita shows that there is practically no difference 
between the two schools in so far as the nature of agency 
is concerned. The Sankhya too admits that the buddhi- 
tattva is the agent and the agency that belongs to it is 
transfered to the soul. The Advaitin too advocates 
practically the same view. It comes to this that the 
kartradhikarana rejects the Sankhya view that agency of 
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the buddhi-tattva is falsely presented in the soul. When 
such is the case, if the aphorism -~ yatha ca taksobhayatha 
is interpreted as establishing indeteminable agency on the 
part of the soul, then there would be the defect of inconsis- 
tency. 


It cannot be maintained that the kartradhikarana just 
seeks to establish the agency of the soul, without 
concerning about whether it is natural or illusory. This is 
because there arises no doubt in this matter at all. 


Sankara is of the view that agency cannot be natural 
to the soul on two grounds. One is that liberation is 
characterised by the cessation of agency and another is 
that agency leads always to misery. 


Regardingthe first one, Sudarsana Siri points out that 
from scriptural passages it is clear that the soul remains as 
an agent even at the state of liberation. This is evidenced 
by passages like jaksat kridan ramamanah, etc. And he 
rejects the second ground by saying that it is not noticed 
that agency invariably leads to misery. For example, 
agency in regard to acts like smearing of sandalpaste, etc., 
over the body is seen to give rise to delight and not misery. 


It is only one’s past karma that is responsible for misery 
and not agency®’. 


That the author of the aphorisms views the soul as an 
inherent agent is proved on another ground too. In the 
susequent adhikarana called paradyattadhikarana, the 
author of the stitra-s declares that the agency of the soul is 
derived from Brahman. If the agency of the soul were only 
superimposed as thought by Sankara, then there would 
not arise any question as to whether it is dependent upon 
Brahman or independent. Thus it follows that the view of 
Badarayana is that agency is only natural to the soul and 
not illusory. 


P. on 8.B., 1.11.39, Vol I, p.374. 
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Regarding the question of the relation between the 
soul and Brahman also, Sankara’s view, observes 
SudarSana Suri, does not find favour with the aphorisms. 
Badarayana declares the soul as an amsa of Brahman, 
which expression Sankara altogether arbitrarily interpre ts 
as amsa iva amsah. Sudarsana Suri points out that, 
according to Advaita, there is no possibility of the relation 
of amSa-amsi-bhava at all. It is thus: the soul can be said 
to be an amsa neither of Brahman nor of Jsvara. As 
Brahman is admitted to be partless, the soul cannot be 
admitted to be Its amsa. It cannot be admitted to be an 
arnsa of Isvara too: for , both the soul and Jsvara are 
mere appearances of Brahman and as such there cannot 
be any relation of arnSa-amSsi between the two*!. 


From the foregoing discussions it would have become 
clear that Badarayana determines the nature of the soul as 
atomic in size, a knower, an agent, a dependent agent and: 
an amsa of Brahman. Sankara, while he accepts all these 
views, adds that these are only caused illusory and are not 
natural to the soul, for which, however, there is no evidence 
in the sutra-s. 


Further throughout the Brahmastitra-s, the soul is 
treated as a seperate entity in itself, and there is not evena 
slight suggestion that it is composed of two components 
wherein one of the componenets is illusory. 


The Brahmasitra-s are clearly dualistic in character 
and they bring out a clear distinction between the soul and 
Brahman. In spite of this Sankara is keen to emphasize 
the non-difference between the two. He seeks to explain 
the references to difference between the soul and Brahman 
in each adhikarana as belonging to the vydharika state 
and not to the paramarthika state. But the division of 
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reality into vyavaharika and paramarthika seems not to 
be corroborated by the siitra-s. Further, there is convincing 
evidence to show a clear distinction between the soul and 
God. 


Badarayana, at the outset defines Brahman as the cause 
of the world and devotes the major part of the first chapter - 
to show that the definition is not over-applicable in the 
case of the soul or pradhana. And again while concluding 
he specifically states that the said definition is not 
applicable even in the case of the released soul as the 
characteristic of being the cause of the world 1s an exclusive 
feature of Brahman. 


It can therefore be concluded that the Brahmasutra-s 
besides emphasizing the distinction between the soul and 
Brahman affirm that agency is natural to the soul and not 
adventitious. 


To sum up: Ramanuja, following the author of the 
sutra- § affirms that the soul is atomic in size and is an 
amsa of Brahman. It is an agent, and agency, unlike in 
the system of Advaita, is real and it is dependent upon 
Brahman. Again, unlike in Advaita, there is difference 
between the soul and Brahman. 
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THE NATURE OF THE WORLD 
41 INTRODUCTION 


The view set forth in the Upanisad-s that 
Brahman is a Unitary Principle without a second, 
implies, according to the Advaitin. that the world 
given in perception is indeterminable or mithya. 
An analysis of the cause-effect relation noticed in 
ordinary experience, the Advaitin contends, 
confirms the view that the world is indeterminable. 
The promissory statement in the Upanisad-s that 
by the knowledge of Brahman everything else 
would become known, substantiates the above view, 
he claims. It is thus: in the Chandogya, the 
Brhadaranayaka and the Mundakopanisad-s there 
occurs a promissory statement that by the 
knowledge of Brahman, everything else will 
become known. The question as to how could there 
arise the knowledge of everything by the 
knowledge of Brahman, the Cha@ndogya text 
answers by citing the illustrative example of the 
knowledge of the effects such as pot, etc., that 
results from the knowledge of clay, the cause. The 
nature of effects is set forth in the Chandogya text- 


vacarambhanam vikaro namadheyam 
mrttiketyeva satyam' 


This text, as understood by the Advaitin, means 
that the effect is merely referred to by name 
(vacarambhanam). It has no reality. And.the verbal 
usage that one is the cause and another is an effect 
is devoid of any content (namadheyem). 


1. Ch Up, VLiA. 
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Having interpreted the text thus, the Advaitin 
argues that when it is said that the knowledge of 
Brahman leads to the knowledge of every effect, 
what is meant is that it leads to the knowledge 
of the true nature of every effect. That is, there 
would arise the knowledge that no effect has 
independent reality apart from Brahman. And every 
effect is illusory. 


The Advaitin contends that the theory of 
illusoriness of the world results due to the defects 
in the theories of causation advocated by the Nyaya 
and the Sankhya schools. 


4.2 THE NYAYA THEORY OF CAUSATION 


It is noticed in ordinary experience that an 
effect, in order to come into existence requires two 
factors - the material cause and the efficient cause. 
The Nyaya school holds that an efffect is totally 
non-existent prior to its production and is newly 
brought into existence due to causal operation in 
the material cause, which is technically termed 
inherent cause or the samavdayikarana. The cause 
and the effect thereafter continue to exist in the 
same substratum. The point that is of significance 
here is that the samavdyikadrana does not get 
transformed into the effect but remains as the 
substratum in which the effect is produced. This 
is called the arambhavdda or the ‘theory of de 
novo creation’ or the asatkdryavdda or the theory 
that the effect which was totally non-existent in 
the cause is newly produced in it. 


The theory of causation advocated by the 
Nyaya school is not sound on the ground that if 
an effect could come into existence from its prior 
non-existence, then since its prior non-existence is 
present in every object it could come into existence 
from any source and not necessarily from a specific 
entity. 
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4.3 THE SANKHYA THEORY OF CAUSATION 


The Sankhya school advocates the theory 
known as satkaryavada, according to which, the 
effect pre-exists in its cause in a latent form. 
This accounts for the fact of one seeking an 
appropriate material for achieving a specific effect. 
And the causal operation is needed to manifest the 
effects that are in a latent form. 


This view, however, does not stand to reason 
because the exact nature of manifestation cannot 
be explained. It is noticed that many kinds of 
effects like pots, jars, ctc., evolve from a single 
cause, namely, clay. Now the basic position of the 
Sankhya is that all effects are existent in their 
respective causes in latent forms and are manifested 
by causal operation. In that case, causal operation, 
being a manifesting factor, shall manifest not only 
pot but also jar and other objects: for all of them 
are equally existent in their latent forms in clay. 
This fact is noticed in the case of other 
manifesting factors, like a lamp. A lamp that is 
lit in order to manifest a pot, manifefsts not only 
a pot,but also other objects that are present there. 


If causal operation is admitted to be a 
manifesting factor, then it would manifest all 
objects such as pot, jar and the like, 
simultaneously, which are present in clay. This, 
however, is not the case. It follows from this that 
satkaryavada, cannot be maintained. 


The difficulties pointed out above in regard to 
the theories of asatkaryavada and satkaryavada, 
show, acccording to the Advaitin, that causation 
itself is illusory. 


2, SB, Wi6, Vol2, pp.234-235. 
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The Upanisad-s, however declare that 
Brahman is the cause and the world ts its effect. 
The Advaitin, in order to account for that, 
propounds “a unique theory of causation called 
vivartavada, which at once accepts and denies 
causation. In fact it is more a denial than an 
acceptance”. 


4.4. THE ADVAITA THEORY OF CAUSATION 


According to Advaita, Brahman, is a 
transcendental entity, beyond all transformatign, 
division, activity, etc., and is the cause of the 
world. The world is not a creation, but is only 
an appearance of Brahman. And the appearance 
is only through prakrti, which is called maya; and 
Brahman which is associated with it is called mayi. 
It is ma@ya that is the material cause of the world, 
and it gets transformed into the world. And 
Brahman is spoken of as the cause of the world 
by being the locus of maya. Maya, which gets 
transformed into the world is called the 
transformative material cause (parinamyupdadana); 
and, Brahman which serves as the locus of the 
transformation is called the transfigurative material 
cause (vivartopadana). 

Thus it is only through courtesy that the 
Upanisad-s speak of Brahman as the cause of the 
world. Brahman remains as the substratum of the 
illusion of the world, due to which it is said to 
be the cause of the world, although in reality It 
cannot become the cause in Its essential nature. 
The world, therefore, is only an illusory appearance 
and not a reality in itself. 


An objection may arise as follows: the 
Upanisad-s speak of the order of creation, etc., of 
the world in detail. If it is held that the world 


3 Studies in Ramanuja Vedanta, p.92 
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is only an illusory appearance, then there is no 
need to refer to the order of creation, etc., of the 
world. 


Sankara, however, meets the above objection 
by stating that the process of creation stated in 
the Upanisad-s cannot be taken as a proof for its 
reality, as the order of creation mentioned in 
different Upanisad-s is not uniform in nature. 
This shows that it must be presumed that the 
Upanisad-s themselves are not in favour of the 
theory of creation of the world. Further no fruit 
is noticed to ensue from the knowledge of the 
creation of the world. 


bhavedapi karyasva vigitatvam 
apratipaddyatvat; na  hyayam — srstyadi 
prapayicah  pratipipddayisitah,; na _ hi 
tatpratibaddah kascit purusdrthah drsyate 
sruyate va. 


It follows that, according to Sankara, the 
reference to the creation of the world in the 
Upanisad-s cannot be taken as a confirmation of 
the reality of the world. The dream objects too 
are stated in the Upanisad-s as creation of God. 
They, however, cannot be taken as real on the only 
ground that their creation too 1s mentioned in the 
Upanisad-s. They are only illusory as is evident 
from the Brahmasttra - 


mayamatram tu kartsnyena anabhivyakta- 
svarupatva?’. 


4. BBS.B., Liv.4 
5. BS, WLi1.3. 
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wherein the author of the sutra-s describes them 
as mayamatra or illusory. Like the world of 
dream which is a short-lived one, the world of the 
waking state too is illusory. It is only a prolonged 
dream. 


To sum up this part of the discussion: 


(1) Brahman is stated to be the cause of the 
world, only in the sense that it serves as 
the substratum for the appearance of the 
world-illusion and does not literally 
constitute its material cause; 


(2) the world is not a real entity in the sense 
of unsublatedness in the three divisions of 
time but is only an illusory appearance, like 
dream appearance, or the appearance of a 
shell in silver; 


(3) no logically satisfactory theory of causation 
can be established; 


(4) the statements of creation, etc., of the world 
in the Upanisad-s cannot be cited as ground 
to uphold the reality of the world; for, there 
are divergent views in the Upanisad-s 
themselves in regard to the order of creation. 
Further dream objects which are stated to 
be created in the Upanisad-s are only 
illusory; and, 


(5) liberation consists in the soul remaining in 
its natural state as Brahman free from the 
experience of the world. The sole means of 
liberation is knowledge which removes 
ignorance and through that, the experience 
of the world too. This confirms the view 
that the world is only illusory. 


So far the Advaitin’s view. 
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4.5 RAMANUJA’S VIEW 


Ramanuja holds that the theory of causation 
cannot be held to be illusory, for its validity is 
not only a matter of experience: but also is 
testified to by the scriptures. The fact that Brahman 
is stated as the cause of the world is accepted by 
the Advaitin, but he holds it to be provisional 
and not final. This is because, to accept causality 
in respect of Brahman is to attribute some featu re 
to it which would impair its non-dual character. 


Ramanuja, however, points out that the 
Upanisad-s propound the causality of Brahman in 
respect of the world and expound also the identity 
between the Brahman and the world by an analysis 
of cause-effect relation. In the Brahmasutra-s, the 
first two chapters are devoted to proving that 
Brahman is the cause and the world is its effect. 
And the author of the aphorisms seeks to refute 
all the objections against this view and never once 
does he pronounce the world to be illusory. When 
this is the case there is no valid ground to 
maintain the theory of causation to be illusory. 


The Advaitin rejects the theory of causation 
on the ground of logical difficulties noticed in the 
asatkaryavada of the Naiyayika-s and the 
satkaryavada of the Sankhya-s. 


Ramanuja argues that whereas it is true that 
the asatkaryavada is fraught with difficulties and 
is also disapproved by the scriptures, the same is 
not the case with the satkaryavada. Hence the 
Advaitin is not justified in rejecting the 
satkaryavada. 
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According to Ramanuja, satkaryavada is not 
something, as contemplated by the Sankhya. 
Whereas the Sankhya is correct in holding that the 
effect is existent in its cause, prior to its 
origination, he goes wrong in holding that the 
effect exists as effect itself in its cause. 


To explain: the Sankhya school holds that the 
effect is existent prior to its production and it is 
existent both in regard to its form and substance. 
Pot exists as pot itself in its cause which is 
manifested by causal operation. This school 
illustrates this by making reference to the limbs 
of a turtle which remain hidden and explicit at 
different times®. They are not newly produced. The 
effect, therefore, remains as effect itself in its cause 
prior to its production. If this position is not 
admitted, then one would have to accept the theory 
that an effect is a de novo creation which is the 
asatkaryavada of the Naiyayika-s. 


Ramanuja, feels that the Sankhya-s have 
precisely gone wrong in admitting that an effect 
exists as such in its cause prior to its production. 
It is true that the substance (dravya) of the cause 
and of the effect are one and the same, and hence 
the matter of the effect is always existent. But it 
is not true that the form(avastha) of the effect also 
in existe nt prior to its production. In fact cause 
and effect are said to be one and the same only 
because the same material goes into the making 
of both. But they are different, in as much as they 


6. STK. onS.K.,9 
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have different forms. That is, effect is nothing but 
the cause having different disposition of parts. 
This view, Ramanuja feels, would meet all the 
objections raised by the opponents of the 
satkaryavada . 


It was pointed out earlier that if the effect is 
already existent. the causal operation 
(karakavydpara), would be rendered futile. But 
according to Rdamanuja this is not so. It is because 
the effect is said to be the attainment of a different 
form from that of the cause. And in order to bring 
about this the causal operation is essential. Since 
the theory of manifestation itself is not accepted, 
the criticisms levelled against that theory are of 
no consequence’. 


Now a plausible objection against the view of 
Ramanuja is that if the form of the effect is 
accepted to be newly originated, then it amounts 
to accepting the Nyaya view of the asatkaryavada 
in respect of the form of the effect. 


Ramanuja points out that the asatkaryavada 
is not a defect in its entirety. It is a defect only 
in respect of the origination of a dravya and not 
in respect of the origination of avastha. It is the 
nature of dravya-s to take newer and newer forms 
due to which alone something is called an effect. 


Further the Naiyayika is not justified in holding 
that an avasthd is newly created. This is because 
there will arise the question even in his own 
system whether the so-called creation (utpatti) itself 
is created or not. The former alternative -will lead 


fy By TTS: 
8. ibid. 
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us to infinite regress and the latter will amount 
to accepting satkaryavada in respect of utpatti. 


In fact the Naiyadyika overlooks an elementary 
confusion when he raises the objection whether 
avasthG is subject to creation or not. It is because 
avastha is a property (dharma) of a substance. 
And to raise a question whether it is subect. to 
creation or not, is to predicate a dharma to another 
dharma which constitutes the defect called 
nityasama’ 


Hence the question whether avastha is subject 
to utpatti or not does not arise. The fact remains, 
however, that both (avastha and utpatti) are, in 
effect, one and the same’. This leads us to another 
important question as to what consitutes creation 
and destruction, according to Ramanuja. This we 
shall deal with now. 


4.5.1 CREATION IS DESTRUCTION, 
DESTRUCTION IS CREATION 


The notions of creation and destruction are well 
brought out, according to Ramanuja, in the 
Bhagavadgitad verse: 


jatasaya hi dhruvo mrtyuh dhruvam janma 
mrtasya ca’! 


Very freely translated, this verse would mean that 
what is created is destined to get destroyed and 
what is destroyed is bound to be created again’. 


9. Nyaysitra, V.i35. 

10, SP. on SB, Wils. 
Il. BG, 1127 

12. TC on BG. 127 
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But Ramanuja is of the view that this is not the 
import of the verse. Vedanta Desika remarks that 
if the verse is taken in its literal sense then one 
need not take treatment for one’s disease and need 
not grieve over the bereavement of one’s own son, 
for what is created is destined to be destroyed and 
what is destroyed in bound to be created again. 
Hence this verse only means that creation and 
destruction are not two different things, but are 
one and the same. What is destruction for one 
form is creation for another form. A pot may be 
said to by destroyed, but that is the creation for 
pot-sherds, and destruction of pot-shreads will mean 
creation for pieces, and this goes on infinitely. In 
all these, matter stands conserved, according to the 
law of conservation of mass, and forms go on 
changing. And the Visnupurna substantiates the 
same idea in the text. 


mahi-ghatatvam ghatatah kapdalika 
kapalika-curna-rajastato ‘nuh!? 


Thus, Ramanuja observes that creation and 
destruction are none but the same substance 
attaining differnt forms or states. When the 
substance attains a particular form, it is said to 
be created, and when it attains a newer form, it 
is called destruction of the previous form,in which 
the matter is not totally annihilated, but exists in 
a different from. And the destruction of one is the 
creation of another. 


utpatti-vinasadayah sato dravyasya 
avasthavisesGh. utpatyakhyam avastham 


13 VP , Wl. xit.42 
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upayatasya dravyasya tadvirodhi-avasthantara 
praptih vindsa ityucyate. myrddravyasya 
pindatva-ghatatva-kapalatva-curnatvadivat 
parinamidravyasya parinama-parampara 
avarjaniyd. tatra purvavathasya dravyasya 
uttaravastha pradptih vinadsah.  saiva 
tadavasthasya ca utpattih". 


The above position of Ramanuja leads us to 
another vital question. The view that the 
destruction of a substance means only the 
destruction of its form and that matter continues 
to exist in some other from, implies that there is 
no place for total non-existence in respect of 
matter, in the scheme of Ramanuja. If that be the 
case there arises the question regarding the nature 
of existence (sattva) and non-existence (asattva). 


4.5.2. DEFINITIONS OF SATTVA AND ASATTVA 


According to Ramanuja, sattva and asattva are 
two characteristics of the same substance. The 
Nyaya school holds that when something is said 
to be created it was totally non-existent prior to 
its creation and when it is destroyed, it is totally 
annihilated leaving out not even a trace of it, 
which is called niranvayavinasa. 


According to Ram@anuja, however, it is not 
possible to bring forth anew what is totally non- 
existent; or to annihilate totally what is existent’. 
As discussed earlier, creation and destruction 
constitute only the change of state in the same 


140 BG.B.R,, 1.27 
IS S.B., W..21 


160 


THE NATURE OF THE WORLD 


substance. Thus existence of something means 
existence of it in a particular form. And non- 
existence means destruction of that form. For 
instance, a pot is said to be existent when clay 
is made to have a disposition of parts such as a 
wide, round-natured bottom and a narrow neck. and 
when that form is destroyed, the pot is said to 
be non-existent. Thus when a pot attains to the 
state of pot-sherds, it is said that pot has been 
destroyed, but even there it is never noticed that 
there is something as the non-existence of pot, 
apart from the pot-sherds. Thus existence (sattva) 
and non-existence (asattva) are just two features 
of the same thing. 


sattvasative hi dravyadharmavityuktam. tatra 
sattvadharmat arthantaram  asattvam... 
mrddravyasya prthubudhna udarakdra-yogo 
ghato’sti iti vyavahara-hetuh, tasyaiva 
tadvirodhi avasthantara-yogo ghato nastiti 
vyavahara hetuh; tatra kapaladi avasthayah 
tadvirodhitvena saiva ghatavasthasya nastiti 
vyavahara hetuh; na ca_ tadvyatirikto 
ghatabhavo nama kaSscit upalabhyate"’. 


Thus, according to Ramanuja, total non- 
existence is an impossibility. Non-existence merely 
means the non-existence of an object in a particular 
form: Thus when Upanisad-s declare the world to 
be asat as 


asadeva idamagra asit'’ 
asadvad idamagra asit!® 


16. ibid., If.i 18. 
17. Ch.Up., VI.i1.1. 
18. Tai. Anand. VII.1. 
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etc., they do not mean that the world was totally 
non-existent (during dissolution). On the other 
hand, they only mean that the world was not 
existent in the form in which it exists during the 
state of evolution. This view is confirmed by the 
author of the sitra-s in the aphorism - 


asadvyapadeSanneti cenna dharmantarena 
vakyasesat yukteh Sabdantaracca"”. 


Ramanuja is of the view that,to say that the 
world is existent (sat) means that it is associated 
with names and forms and to say that it is non- 
existent (asat) means that it exists in a state free 
from names and forms. That is, when the world 
exists in a subtle form without being differentiated 
into names and forms, it is said to be non-existent 
and when it is differentiated into names and forms 
it is said to bé existent. 


idam sabda nirdistasya jagatah satvadharmo 
nadmrupe; asattva-dharmastu tadvirodhini 
suksmavastha. ato jagato namartupayuktasya 
tadvirodhi suksmadasdpattih asattvam.”° 


And it is in this vein that it is declared in 
the Visnupurana that whatever “is” is Visnu and 
whatever ‘is not’ also is Visnu: 


jyotimsi visnuh bhuvanani visnuh 

vanani visnuh girayo disasca 

nadyah samudradSca sa eva sarvam 

yadasti yannasti ca vipravarya?’! 

In this verse the expression sa eva sarvam 
yadasti yannasti ca is the most significant. This 


19. BS, ILi.18. 
20. SB Wil8 
21. VP, Wii38. 
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verse names every entity and declares it to be one 
with Visnu, for everything is ‘only His body’ and 
it utimately concludes that everything that ‘is’ and 
‘is not’ also is Visnu. 


Herein it is said that what is non-existent also 
is the body of Visnu. This confirms the view of 
Ramanuja that non-existence means only a state 
that is opposed to the state of existence. 


From the foregoing discussion it would have 
became clear that every object is existent at all 
times in one form or another. As pointed out 
earlier, the cause and the effect-are the same object 
existing in its antecedent and subsequent states. 
Ramanuja upholds the view that Brahman is the 
cause of the world and this has already been dealt 
with . The Nyaya-Vaisesika-s hold that atoms are 
the cause and the Sankhya-s hold that pradhana 
is the cause. Ramanuja refutes their views and 
establishes the causality of Brahman. We shall now 
set forth in some detail, Ramanuja’s refutation of 
the Nyaya and Sankhya views and his views on 
Brahman’s causality in respect of the world. 


4.5.3. CAUSE OF THE WORLD- 
RAMANUJA’S REFUTATION OF 
OTHERS’ VIEWS 


The basic view of the Nydya-Vaissesika school 
is that the world is made up of atoms. This is 


22 The view that everything is the body of Brahman is expressed 
in the Visnupurdna itself at places like .xxii.38, I-xxii.86 etc. 
23 infra pp 85-88 
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because when matter is split again and again it 
reaches a stage of not admitting any split further. 
And the particle that is reached utimately is called 
an atom. Thus, it is the atom that forms the basis 
of the world. This is the principal argument 
advanced by Nydya-Vaisesika-s to prove that the 
ultimate causal-substanceis the atom’’. Another 
argument is also advanced to prove the above view. 
There are several big objects in the world, one 
thing being bigger than the other. And the ultimate 
limit is found in the sky. Likewise if we seek 
smaller and smaller objects, the process must come 
to an end and the size-smallness must culminate 
somewhere and this is the atom”. 


The Sankhya-s, on the other hand, hold that 
pradhana is the cause of the world. Their argument 
in favour of this view is that the world is made 
up of objects that are of the form of pleasure, pain 
or delusion. Hence it follows that their causal 
substance also must be made up of the same 
factors. And the cause is pradhadna, which is 
constituted of the three dravyas called sattva; rajas 
and tamas which respectively represent pleasure, 
pain and delusion. All the three dravya-s constantly 
undergo transformation, and are in a state of 
dynamic equilibrium at the state of dissolution. 
When the equipoise is disturbed, the pradhana 
functions to put forth its evolutes and there begins 
the evolution of the world. This, in brief, is the 
Sankhya theory of creation. The view is based 
upon the Sankhyasmrti of Sage Kapila who 
propounded the Sankhya system. 


24. Muktavali, p. 68. 
25. Loc. cit. 
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Ramanuja criticises both the above views on 
the ground that they are opposed to both 
scriptures and reasoning. 


The Sankhya view stands discredited by its 
denial of an efficient cause. According to it, the 
world is created out of pradhana without the 
direction of any sentient being. And it is totally 
unintelligible. Never indeed is it observed in 
common parlance that an insentient matter acts of 
its own accord, to produce particular effects 
without being directed by a sentient being. Timber 
does not become a chariot of its own without the 
agency of a sentient being. On the contrary, it is 
seen that an insentient matter does proudce its 
effects only when fashioned by workmen having 
intelligence. Another defect in the Sankhya view 
is that sattva, etc., can never become the causes 
of the world, as they are known to be only 
qualities and not substances. And the Sdankhya is 
not justified in holding a contrary view without 
any valid basis”®. 


Moreover the Sankhya system itself is fraught 
with sevral intenal contrdictions. It is declared that 
an inexplicable adhydsa between prakrti and purusa 
is responsible for the world-process. But the nature 
of both the prakrti and the purusa is accpted to 
be such that there is absolutely no possibility of 
the occurrence of adhydsa between the two. In the 
first place, it is not possible in the case of prakrti 
because it is insentient and hence incapable of 
functioning. And purusa in the system is said to 
be changeless, free from agency and of the form 


26. §B Iiil. 
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of knowledge. Hence an adhyasa is not possible 
in its case too. Hence the Sankhya view that the 
cause of the world is pradhdna is not sound. 


The Nyaya-Vaisesika-s argue that the atoms 
constitue the cause of the world. And their 
arguments in favour of this view have been 
referred to already. 


The basic view of Ramanuja and also of all 
the Veddntin-s is that Brahman is the cause, 
although they differ from one another in regard 
to the method of elucidating this theory. But all 
of them agree in rejecting the theory that atoms 
constitute the cause of the world, on several 
grounds. 


Ramanuja refutes the atomic theory on the 
following lines in the Mahaddirghadhikarana’: the 
objects of the world are constructed out of the 
combination of parts of their casual elements. That 
is how smaller objects could give rise to bigger 
ones. So also atoms must produce the binary 
compounds (dvyanuka-s) only by combining 
through their parts. But the Nydya-Vaisesika-s 
admit that the atom is partless. If that be the case, 
the combination of any number of atoms cannot 
produce something bigger in size than a single 
atom, for everything will coalesce into a single 
atom. To get over this difficulty if parts are 
admitted in respect of atoms, then it will not only 
go against the basic Nydya position that atoms are 
partless, but also will lead to infinite regress. That 
is, if parts are admitted in the case of atoms, then 
it will mean that the parts have combined to form 


27 ~—sibid., W.ii.2 


166 


THE NATURE OF THE WORLD 


the atom. And the parts themselves should be 
admitted either as partless or being endowed with 
parts. If the former alternative were held, then the 
same defect that any number of parts cannot 
produce a bigger entity, will remain. And the 
admission of the latter alternative would give rise 
to the same objections pointed out above leading 
to infinite regress. 


It may be argued that the distinction between 
a mountain and a mustard seed is due to the 
number of parts that they contain. If it 1s shown 
through arguments like the above that there would 
result infinite parts for each atom, then there will 
cease to be any distinction between the two, 
namely, mountain and mustard seed,as each will 
contain infinite parts. Hence in order to account 
for what is observed it must be accepted that the 
two are made of larger and smaller number of 
parts respectively. And that part which is the 
smallest of all,is the atom. 


Ramanyja replies that if atoms are accepted to 
be partless, then it will first be not possible to 
create a mountain or a mustard seed at all, out 
of it. Hence the view that atoms are the causal 
elements is not tenable”®. 


4.5.4. THE CAUSE ACCORDING TO RAMANUJA 


According to Ram@nuja, the world is not 
created out of atoms. In fact the world does nor 
consist af individually analizable parts which 
combine to form bigger ones. On the other hand, 


28. — ibid.. ILii.10. 
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the whole world forms a single continuum without 
any part of it remaining isolated. The question is 
not one of a ‘small’ giving rise to a ‘big’ but 
the other way around. | It is the ‘big’ that creates 
the ‘small’. In the Srutaprakasika it is stated: 


nahi alpena vipulasya utpattih. dasagunam 
brhato brahmanah karanadalpasya karyatvam 
hi pratipadyate”’. 


The world in its primordial state is called 
prakrti. Though it is a material substance the 
scriptures speak of it as a power of Brahman”. 
It forms the body of Brahman and remains in an 
undifferentiated condition at the state of pralaya. 
Therein it remains in such a subtle form in 
Brahman that it could as well be said that it does 
not exist. 


spilt atyanta  sitiksmataya  asatkalpa 
svalilopakarana cidacid-vastu-sarirataya 
tanmayah paramatma ..... o, 


It is called by the name tamas then. And 
when Brahman wills, there takes place creation, 
during which process, Brahman, greatly expands 
this miniscule tamas to a gigantic size which then 
puts forth its evolutes. Thus creation is nothing 
but making the subtle into gross form and 
undifferentiated into differentiated. 


Thus the universe is created not from atoms 
but from prakrti which forms the body of 
Brahman, due to which it always remains 
inseparable from it. 


29. S.P. ony.g., 1.11.10. 
30. SB. Lil, Vol.1, p.218 
31. ibid., L.IV.27 
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Now there arises the following question: from 
the above, it would become clear that Ramanuja 
accepts prakrti as the cause of the world. And 


the position is very much akin to the Sankhya 
view. 


Ramanuja observes that there is a marked 
difference between the two views. The Sankhya 
accepts prakrti as totally independent of purusa; 
while Ramanuja holds it to be fully dependent 
upon Brahman, forming the body of the latter. 
Thus according to Ramanuja prakrti as such,is not 
denied; what is denied is only its independence 
by not having Brahman as its inner-self. 


yadi bhitasiiksmam avyakrtam 
abhyupagamyate, kapilatantra-siddhanta 
upadane kah pradvesah? tatrapi hi 
bhitakaranameva avyaktam ityucyate. 
tatrocyate ... na vayam avyaktam 
tatparinama -viSesamsca svaripena 
anabhyupagacchamah api tu 
paramapurusa- sarirataya tadatmakatva 
virahena*’. 


It is, therefore, fully justifiable according to 
Ramanuja to say that Brahman is the material 
cause. This is because Brahman doés not create 
the world by remaining outside the prakrti. On the 
other hand, It remains immanent in prakrti as its 
in-dweller and inner-controller, always pervading 
it. This has been discussed earlier’®. 


32. ibid., Liv.3. 
33. infra. pp. 85-88 
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It is with this in view that the Upanisad-s 
instead of declaring that Brahman creates the 
world, declare that “Brahman creates Itself”. 


tadatmanam svayamakuruta**, 


It may now be objected that if Brahman is 
admitted to be the material cause, there must be 
admitted some transformation in it, without which 
it is not possible to uphold its material causality. 
But the Upanisad-s clearly declare that Brahman 
is free from any change whatsoever. Further if 
Brahman is accepted to be the material cause of 
the world, then it will be subject to all the defects 
found in the world. 


Ramanuja observes that there is no room for 
he above objections. The Upanisad-s declare 
Brahman to be of a unique nature endowed with 
infinite powers and perfections which are 
incomprehensible by the human intellect. And it 
is the very nature of Brahman to be the material 
cause of the world and yet to remain unsullied by 
any. of its defects. Further the author of the 
Brahmasitra-s advocates the theory of 
transformation in the aphorism parinamat*’. 
Ramanuja explains that the transformation that is 
spoken of here does not involve any defect to 
Brahman but only adds to its glory. This is 
because, it is a unique type of transformation 
wherein there is actual change only in the mode 
and not in the substantive. And the Upanisad 
seeks to illustrate this through the instance of the 
spider spinning its cob-web. The spider secretes 


34. Tai. Anand., VII.1. 
35. B.S., Liv. 27. 
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confined only to the thread. Likewise when 
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confined to its mode, which constitutes prakrti in 
its undifferentiated form. 


Vedanta Desika explains the view in the 


Adhikaranasaravali thus: 


36. 


mrtpindadeh kulalaprabhrtirihaprthak 
tadvadevadikarta 
nopadanam vikarairvirahita iti 
na dvaramatre. vikarat 


mrddrstantadimatrannaca vikrtirasau 
syat parasya svartupe 


dehadvarornanabhiprabhrti 
vikrtivad vyaprterdarSitatvat*®. 


(It is found in the world that potter, weaver 
and others who are the efficient causes for 
pot, cloth, etc., are seen to be different from 
the respective material causes - clay, threads, 
etc. So also Brahman which is said to be the 
primordial cause can only become the efficient 
cause and not the material cause, for It is 
declared to be free from transformation. But 
this objection does not hold good in the case 
of Brahman, because though there is 
transformation, it is limited only to the mode. 
Again just because the Upanisad-s cite the 
instances like clay, etc., which are transformed 


A.S., 144 
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into pot, etc., it cannot be construed that there 
is transformation in the essential nature of 
Brahman, for the exact status of Brahman is 
explained in the example of a spider spinning 
its cob-web without itself undergoing any 
change whatsoever.) 


The order of dissolution spoken of in the 
Upanisad-s also clearly precludes any 
transformation-in the essential nature of Brahman, 
according to Ramanuja. The Suba@lopanisad, for 
instance, speaks of Jaya in the following way: 


prthivyapsu praliyate Gpastejasi liyante 

tejo vayau liyate .... bhiitadir mahati 
liyate., mahan avyakte liyate. avyaktam 
aksare liyate. aksaram tamasi liyate. tamah 
pare deve ekibhavati? 


Here every entity is said to undergo Jaya’ in 
its antecedent entity, starting from prthivi upto 
tamas. But tamas is said to become ‘one’ with 
Brahman (ekibhavati) and there it is not said to 
be Jaya. And Ramanuja makes a pointed reference 
to the distinction in the use of the words /aya 
and ekibhava in the Upanisad**. When prthivi 
completely leaves its form and becomes ap then 
it is Jaya and such a laya goes on for each entity 
upto ftamas. But tamas is not said to undergo laya 
in Brahman but is only said to become one with 
It meaning thereby that it becomes indistinguishable 
from Brahman and is not totally dissolved in it. 
And Ramanuja observes that the author of the 
aphorisms makes it clear that though at the state 


37. Sub. Up. I. 
38. SB., Liv.27. 
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of dissolution, when both cit and acit entities 
become one with Brahman, they still remaif in 
their subtle forms indistinguishable from Brahman, 
wherein the jiva-s remain associated with all their 
karma-s. The aphorism is: 


na karma avibhagdad iticenna andaditvat 
upapadyate capyupalabhyate ca’. 


Thus though the author of the Brahmasutra-s 
advocates the parinamavada, yet it is not analagous 
to worldly instances like clay, etc., but is 
something unique where there is change, only in 
the mode and not in the substantive. 


Thus, accoring to Ramanuja, Brahman is the 
upadanakarana, but yet it does not involve any 
chage in its essential nature. 


Brahman, in fact, is not only the material cause 
but also the efficient cause which is another unique 
feature about It. In fact, the Upanisad-s 
consistently maintain the view that Brahman is both 
the material and the efficient cause of the world 
and-yet rémains unaffected by the defects of the 
world- its effect. 


Ramanuja quotes extensively from the 
Mahabharata, the Bhagavadgitad, the Visnupurana 
and smrtis like Manusmrti,in support of this view. 
All these texts uniform ly convey that there is 
body-soul relation between the world and Brahman 
and that Brahman is the material, as well as the 
efficient cause of the world without losing its 
changeless character’. 


39. - BS. IL i385. 
40. $.B. Liv.27, ILil, ILi. 28. 
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Thus, in he view of Ramanuja, Brahman 
associated with cit and acit in their subtle forms 
is the cause and Brahman associated with cit and 
acit in their gross forms is the effect. It is thus 
that the promissory statement “by knowing one 
every thing becomes known’ becomes 
meaningful for, the cause and the effect are the 
same entity in their two different dispositions. The 
implication of the statement is that by knowing 
the cause the effect becomes known. 


4.5.5. CAN CAUSALITY OF BRAHMAN BE 
REPUDIATED 


The author of the Brahmasitra-s devotes the 
first pada of the second adhydya to the elucidation 
of the position that the Brahmakdranavada 
established in the first adhyaya cannot be 
repudiated. He meets several objections that could 
be anticipated or actually raised by the opponents. 


Among the objections, three stand out to be 
important. One is: there cannot be cause-effect 
relation between two entities which have entirely 
different natures. Brahman is said to be the cause 
of the world. It is of the form of consciousness 
and bliss, while the world is insentient and the 
source of all miseries. And there cannot be cause- 
effect relation between the entities possessing 
mutually contrary natures. 


The second objection is: the nature of Brahman 
as has been enunciated in the scriptures does not 
admit of material causality without involving 
contradiction. 
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And the third one is related to the purpose of 
creation. We shall now discuss these questions in 
some detail: 


4.5.5.1 CAN CAUSE AND EFFECT BE 
ALTOGETHER DIFFERENT ? 


The above question is raised by the 
Sankhya-s. The basis of the objection is that it 1s 
observed in the world that although the cause and 
effect are different in regard to their specific 
dispositions, yet they are identical in so far as their 
material is concerned. The siddhantin argues that 
cause and effect are the same dravya with different 
disposition of parts. The implication of this 
arguement is: it is noticed in ordinary experience 
that clay is the material cause for pot, and gold 
is the material cause for ornament. Though, for 
practical purposes clay and pot or gold and a 
bangle made out of it may be viewed as different, 
yet the basic substance remains the same in both 
the cause and the effect. In other words, that 
aspect, goldness (say), which distinguishes gold 
from the other things, continues to exist very much 
in the effect, namely,’ bangle too. And this is called 
similarity of natures (salaksnya) between the 
cause and the effect which is noticed in the cases 
of clay and pot, etc. 


yena svabhavena karanabhiitam  vastu 
vastvantarat vyavrttam tasya svabhavasya 
tatkarye ‘pi anuvrttih karye  kdrana 
salaksanyam"™ 


Ae Ghia ee 
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However if Brahman is accepted to be the 
cause of the world, the rule is found to be 
violated, since the characteristics of the two are 
distinct. On the other hand, if pradhana is accepted 
to be the cause, there is no violation of the rule: 
Hence the causality of Brahman cannot be 
accepted, for there is no ground to accept a 
violation of the said rule. 


If Brahman - the Sentient Being were accepted 
to be the cause of the world - the insentient one, 
then the rule that the cause and the effect must 
share the same characteristics, would stand violated. 
If, however pradhdna were held to be the cause 
of the world, then there is no violation of the said 
tule, as both pradhdna-the cause, and the world 
-the effect, have the common feauture of 
insentience. 


From this it emerges that Brahman cannot be 
accepted to be the cause of the world without 
violating the above rule. Now the question arises 
as to whether there could be a violation of this 
rule at all. 


The author of the aphorisms sets aside the 
objection on two grounds. The first one is that the 
rule deduced above is not universally applicable 
and exceptions are found even in worldly instances. 
The second one is that there is actually no 
violation of the rule in so far as the view that 
Brahman is the cause of the world, is concerned. 


To be explicit: it is observed in ordinary 
experience that totally new effects spring from 
causes that do not share any distinctly common 
fea. tures with them. For instance, scorpions are 
seen to be created from cow-dung and certain 


176 


THE NATURE OF THE WORLD 


insects are created from the bodies of flies. In 
these cases the said rule is found to be violated. 


It may be contended that cow-dung is not the 
cause for the sentience of the scorpion but only 
for its insentient body and similarly the material 
body of the fly alone is the cause for the material 
body of the insect. Still there is clear violation 
of the rule. That is, whatever feauture that 
exclusively characterises cow-dung or a fly is not 
seen to pervade the scorpion or the insect. Hence 
it cannot be laid down as a rule that there should 
be similarity of characteristics between the cause 
and the effect**. On this basis Brahman’s causality 
towards the world could well be explained. 


Nevertheless, Badarayana adds that this is not 
the case. There is indeed no violation of the said 
rule which is well-framed on the following ground: 


Brahman - the Pure Being is not said to 
be the cause, but it is Brahman associated with 
cit and ac/t in their subtle forms that is said 
to be the cause. And the effect again is Brahman 
in association with the same cit and acit in their 
gross forms. In the ultimate analysis the similarity 
of characteristics between cause and effect is well 
maintained and hence the objection does not arise 
at all. 


Instances of exceptions were pointed out just 
to show that the rule is not universally applicable 
and it does not mean that the rule is violated when 
Brahman is accepted to be the cause of the world®. 


42. ibid. ILi.6. 
43. BS. 1.7. 
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4.5.5.2 DOES MATERIAL CAUSALITY OF 
BRAHMAN INVOLVE CONTRADICTION? 


The second objection is: how could Brahman 
become the material cause of the world. A material 
cause is that which undergoes transformation in its 
essential nature. If the same is to be applicable 
in the case of Brahman, then two alternatives 
suggest themselves and both of them are riddled 
with difficulties. That is. Brahman has to be 
accepted either as partless-or as endowd with parts. 
If the former is accepted. then being the material 
cause, Brahman in its entirety should become the 
world. To get over this. if it is admitted that only 
a part of Brahman changes in the form of the 
world, then it would result in admitting Brahman 
as endowed with parts; and, this would force us 
to give. up the Upanisadic view that Brahman is 
partless. Thus to either of the views there are 
difficulties. It may, however, be contended that 
Brahman is accepted to be the cause only as 
associated with cit and acit entities in their subtle 
forms and hence there would arise no difficulty. 
It is because though Brahman remains as the 
material cause, it is said to be changeless as 
change is exclusively related to the attributes and 
not to the substantive which remains changeless. 
Nevertheless, the objection is against the alleged 
changelessness itself. of the substantive. That is, 
though Brahman is said to be the cause in its 
substantial form, yet, as Brahman in its totality 
is accepted to become the effect, it cannot logically 
leave out the substantive due to which it cannot 
be maintained to be changeless*. | 


44. B., Was 26, 
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Badarayana, however, replies that the said 
objection could not arise because of the 
transcendental nature of Brahman. It is a concept 
to be known exclusively through scriptures, which 
declare it as defying all logic and as endowed with 
unimaginable powers”. 


The Visnupurana, for instance, raises the same 
objection and replies that Brahman is something 
which is simply beyond the realm of human 
intellect where there is no room for mundane logic. 


nirgunasyaprameyasya 
suddhasyapyamalatmanah 


katham sargadikartrtvam brahmano’ 
bhyupagamyate 


Saktayah sarvabhavanam acintya 
jnanagocarah 


yato’to brahmanastastu sargadya 
bhavasaktayah 


bhavanti tapatam srestha pavakasya 
yathosnata”’ 


(Maitreya enquires:) Brahman is free. from any 
of the characteristics that could account for its 
being viewed as a cause. It is incomprehensible, 
pure and unsullied (that is, free from karma-s). 
How could Brahman of such nature, be the cause 
of the creation, etc., of the world? 


(Parasara replies:) Every entity is endowed with 
unique powers in regard to which there is no scope 


45. B.S., IL.i.27. 
46. V.P., Liti.l,2 
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for reasoning. They have to be known exclusively 
through the pramdna-s that comprehend them. For 
instance, fire has the capacity to burn; and in 
regard to this there cannot arise any question as 
to how it could burn by being a “dravya” etc. It 
is simply the nature of fire to burn. Likewise it 
is the unique power of Brahman to be the cause 
of creation, etc., of the world, (without undergoing 
any change). 


It may still be contended that even scriptures 
cannot teach something which is contrary to 
perception such as, “Drench with fire”. But the 
reply is that the causality of Brahman cannot be 
equated with instances like the above. In the above 
instance there is direct contradiction observed 
through another pramana - perception. But in the 
case of Brahman, it is a concept, to be known 
purely through scriptures and It never comes within 
the range of any other pramana. When that is the 
case it is only but proper that Its nature is 
admitted as enunciated in the srufi. 


srutesu Sabdamiultvat'. 


What the author of the sutra-s conveys in this 
aphorism and in another one 


tarkapratisthanadapi™ 


is of profound significance. It must first clearly 
be laid down whether philosophical speculation is 
based purely on reasdning or on any other source 
of knowledge, as for instance, fabda as in the 
present case. If it is the former, then.it has to 


47, B.S, W127 
48. ibid., 1.11 
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be carried on to its fullest extent, without any 
concern for contradiction with any other pramana, 
in which case it could be seen that it will land 
us nowhere. If on the other hand, any other 
pramdna is accepted as the basis, then it means 
at once that a compromise is made with reasoning. 
In that case it should not be stressed too much 
that the other pramdna which professedly concerns 
itself with trans-empirical things should conform 
to our mode of reasoning. It should rather be that 
reasoning should conform and adapt itself to the 
other pramadna. And it is observed in this vein by 
Manu also as 


arsam dharmopadesam ca vedaSastra 
avirodhina 
yastarkenanusandhatte sa dahrmam veda 
netarh” 


In other words, there is no denying of the fact 
that philosophical thought, whatever its source of 
knowledge is, should be necessarily corroborated 
by reasoning. But it should be utilised only to that 
extent so as to build a satisfactory system without 
any internal contradictions. And it is not proper 
to accept a part from some other means of 
knowledge and then employ exclusive reasoning to 
point out contradictions. In other words what is 
trans-logical need not be illogical. 


49. MS., XI1.106. 
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4.5.5.3 CAN THERE BE A PURPOSE FOR 
BRAHMAN CREATING THE WORLD ? 


The third objection raised concerns with 
whether Brahman is motivated by some purpose 
in the creation of the world or not. It cannot be 
said that there is no purpose for creation, for 
purposeless action cannot be attributed to any 
meaningful being. But in the case of Brahman it 
cannot also be said that It is motivated by some 
purpose. This is because the purpose should be 
either for Its own self or for some others(the 
jiva-s). The former alternative is not possible 
because Brahman is said to be one which has no 
unfulfilled desires; It is avaptasamastakama. 


And it cannot be for the purpose of the 
jiva-s also. This is because the world is full of 
miseries and no compassionate being will create 
a world consisting of misery for the purpose of 
others. If at all it is for others’ purpose, it should 
have been created as a pleasurable world,free from 
misery. 


The reply,- however, is that creation is the sport 
of Brahman. In the case of those like princes, who 
have no desire that is yet to be fulfilled, it is seen 
that they do indulge in sportive activities for which 
there is no apparent purpose other than enjoying 
the pleasure of playing. Similarly creation, etc., are 
the mere sportful activities of Brahman. But yet 
it is carried out with due regard for moral justice. 


That is, though creation is a mere sportful 
activity for Brahman, it is not done in a capricious 
manner. The world is created in such a way that 
the jiva-s could perform deeds and reap their fruits. 
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Hence Brahman creates-the world only according 
to the merits and demerits of jiva-s. Hence the 
miseries of the world are only the fruits of the 
past deeds of jiva-s, because Brahman creates the 
world only as guided by their karma-s. Hence one 
cannot express an unfavourable judgement that 
Brahman has positive pleasure in creating the world 
with misery, as the latter is only the result of the 
actions of the soul. 


Sri Manvalamamuni, however suggests in his 
gloss on the Tattvatraya of Sri Pillailokacarya that 
release of the souls from bondage also is a purpose 
of creation’. But Jila or sport is suggested only 
because, that is more predominant. It is like this: 
Brahman, being omnipotent could simply liberate 
all the souls by Its mere will. Still Brahman creates 
the world and expects the souls to attain liberation 
in the way shown in the Sdstra-s, only because 
of Its desire for the sport. It is because of this 
that creation is suggested as a mere sport, though 
it does have the purpose of releasing the souls 
also. In the language of Dr. Radhakrishnan, 
‘samsara is a succession of spritual oppurtunities’. 


4.6 IS THE WORLD A MERE ILLUSION? 


From the foregoing discussion, it emerges that 
the world according to Ram4nuja is not a mere 
illusion but a reality in itself. 


But the Advaitin has advanced several 
arguements to show that the world ts only an 


50. Tattvatraya-Isvarapariccheda, sittra-21, p.144. 
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illusory appearance in Brahman and not a reality. 
According to him it is the product of avidyd@ or 
maya, which is not determinable either as sat or 
as asat. It could be removed through right 
knowledge, which again confirms the view that it 
is only illusory. What is opposed to knowledge 
could only be absence of knowledge or illusion 
and not some real object. 


According to Ramanuja, however, the world 
could not be proved to be illusory. He points out 
several defects in the arguments of the Advaitin 
and proves that they cannot prove the illusoriness 
of the world. 


The Advaitin has argued that the process of 
of creation set forth in the Upanisad-s is not 
uniform which shows that Upanisad-s do not really 
favour creation itself. This is because everything, 
excepting Brahman is illusory”'. 


But according to Ramanuja, there is no 
discrepancy at all. It is true that the TYaittariya 
declares the creation of akasa first, whereas the 
Chandogya declares the creation of tejas first, 
leaving off the creation of Gk@sa and vayu. But 
that is not a descrepancy. The Chandogya starts 
with the creation of the mirtadravya, namely, tejas 
which has a material shape, while the Taittariya 
from amiurtadravya, namely, akasa which does not 
have any material shape. The omission of the 
creation of Gkasa in the Chandogya text could thus 
be accounted for. And in the Chandogya itself it 
is declared that it is sat that is the cause of all 
entities, which does not leave off Gkasa. And 


51. infra. pp. 152-154 
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the promissory statement in the Chandogya itself 
- ekavijnanena sarvavijianam presupposes the fact 
that dkasa too is created from Brahman. 


Moreover, it can be said that there is 
discrepancy only if the order itself is changed in 
one particular Upanisad. That is, if it is declared 
that tejas is created and then akasa is created from 
that, then it can be said to be a clear discrepancy. 
But in the instance pointed out, the order of 
creation is very much maintained and there is mere 
omission of one or two entities, which cannot be 
said to be a discrepancy at all. 


Thus we see that there is no discrepancy and 
so the arguement that the order of creation 
mentioned in different Upanisad-s is not uniform 
cannot prove that creation 1s only illusory. 


> 


Another arguement advanced is that even dream 
objects, which are illusory, are stated to be created. 
Hence, just merely because the Upanisad-s state 
the world to be created, it cannot be held to be 
real>’. 


Ramanuja points out here that the dream 
objects themselves are not illusory. He argues that 
the fact of their being declared as created by 
Brahman, is itself an adequate proof of their 
reality. The difference between the views of the 
Advaitin and Ramanuja lies in this: the Advaitin 
presupposes the illusoriness of the objects of dream 
and argues that reference to the creation of the 
latter in Upanisad-s is not a valid evidence for 
the reality of the created objects. But Ramanuja 


52. Loc eit 
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takes the statement of ‘creation’ as a valid 
evidence to show the reality of the dream objects. 


The Advaitin, however, contends that the author 
of the Brahmasitra-s has termed the objects of 
dream as maya in the aphorism 


mayamatram tu kartsnyena anabhivyakta 
svarupatvat*? 
and hence they are only illusory. 


Ramanuja observes that it is true that the 
author of the Brahmasutra-s refers to the dream 
objects as mayamdatram, but it does not mean them 
to be illusory. It is because the term maya does 
not convey the sense of illusoriness. An analysis 
of the sandhyadhikarana where the term maya is 
used in respect of dream objects and also the usage 
of the term maya found elsewhere shows that the 
term does not signify illusoriness. This we shall 
now discuss in some detail. 


4.6.1 ON THE MEANING OF THE TERM MAYA: 
THE SANDHYADHIKARANA 


This adhikarana occurs in the second pada of 
the third adhyaya of the Brahmasitra-s. The 
adhikarana discusses the Brhaddranyaka passage 
wherein dream objects are said to be created. The 
passage under discussion is: 


na tatra rathah na rathayogah na panthano 

bhavanti. atha rathan rathayogan pathah 
srjate. na tatra ananda mudah pramudo 
bhavanti, atha anandan mudah pramudah 
srjate..... sa hi karta>‘ 


53. BS, WLii3. 
34. Br.Up., V1. 11.10 
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Here the question arises, whether the soul is 
to be viewed as the creator, or God. 


The purvapaksin holds that it is the soul, since 
it that which is referred to in the passage as sa 
hi karta. The passage speaks about creation of the 
objects of the dream-world and it is that which 
is referred to here. 


The siddhantin, however holds that it is only 
God who creates the dream objects, and that is 
declared in the aphorism - 


mayamatram tu kartsnyena anabhivyakta 
svaruptvat 


(dream objects are created by God, because 
of their wondrous nature: and the wonder 
lies in the fact of their not being open to 
be experienced by all) 


Here the author of the aphorism declares the 
objects of dream as mayamatra which means that 
they are wondrous - dScaryaripa. It is precisely 
on this ground they are stated to be created by 
God. 


And the wonder lies in the fact that they have 
been so created that their enjoyment is confined 
to the particular time of dreaming and is exclusive 
to the particular soul who dreams and not to others 
- kartsnyena anabhivyakta-svariptvat. Thus the 
term mayamatra is cited as the reason to prove 
that the dream-world is a creation of God. Hence 
the term mdyd is used here only in the sense of 
a “wondrous power” - Gscaryakara and not in the 
sense of illusoriness. Just like the world 
experienced during waking state is “wondrous” and 
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hence is the creation of God, so alo, the dream- 
world is surpassing and hence it must be a 
creation of God. Infact the Upanisadic passage na 
tatra rathah, etc., itself is meant to elucidate the 
wondrous nature. It first states that there are no 
chariots, or horses or the roads and then observes, 
“He creates all these”. Here it is obvious that the 
chariots, etc., are not there at the time of dreaming 
and hence it need not be stated by the passage. 
Still, it has been stated in order to convey 
something else. Actually, the order of the passages 
has to be changed in order to arrive at its exact 
significance. The purport is that “all objects of 
dream like chariot etc., are created and yet they 
are not there”. And that precisely constitutes the 
wonder about dreams. They have been created and 
yet they are not there, means that they do not exist 
in such a way as to be enjoyed by one and all 
and even by the person who dreams, after waking 
up. 

And this is the signficance of the term maya 
used by the author of the sutra-s. The latter then 
offers the explanation by stating kartsnyena 
anabhivyakta-svarupatvat. 


Further it could be seen clearly that the 
Advaitin’s interpretation of the adhikarana could 
not be justified. According to Sankara, this 
adhikarana discusses whether the creations during 
the dream-world are real like the waking state or 
just illusory. 


kim prabodha iva svapne’pi paramarthiki 
srstih ahosvinmayamayiti>’ 


55. BSSB., Wii. 
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And he concludes that they are only illusory 
(maya) and not real, like the objects of the waking 
state. 


But the problem lies in the fact that even the 
world experienced during the waking state is also 
maya, according to Advaita and hence there can 
be no distinction between the two. It may, 
however, be contended that the dream-objects are 
intended to be proved as prdatibhasika, which are 
different from the empirically real (vyavaharika) 
world during the waking state. This will be 
possible only if the term maya has the sense of 
pratibhasika which is not accepted by the Advaitin 
too. If that is accepted, there will be no distinction 
between the waking and dream states*®. 


Further more, the term maya is found to be 
used only in the sense of “wondrous power” or 
knowledge in both the vedic and the classical 
literature and not in the sense of illusoriness or 
anirvacaniyatva. 


For instance in the mantra-s of the Rgveda, 
the tefm maya is interpreted as “knowledge” or 
“power”. The word maya in the passage 


astabhnanmayaya dyamavastrasah*’ 


Sayana interprets as prajnaya upayena iti. 


Again while interpreting the mantra 


dasanamindro mayaya™’ 


56 GS. on S.B., Vol.1, p.854. 
57. Reveda, IV. xvii.5. 
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Sayana gives the meaning of the expression 
mayaya, as svakiyaya saktyd. 


And Sankara himself, while commenting on the 
passage indro mayabhih pururipa iyate®, initially 
interprets the term mayabhih as prajnabhih. 


The Nirukta again records the meaning of the 


term maya as knowledge - maya vayunam 
abhikhya®. 


The Ramayana while describing the beauty of 
Sita uses the term mayd and it is in the sense of 
“wondrous power”. 


Janakasya kule jata devamdyeva_ nirmita®'. 


(Born in the family of Janaka, she (Sita) 
seems as though created out of the wondrous 
power of God), 


In the Visupurana too, it is used in an idential 
sense 


tenamayasahasram tacchambarasydsugamina 
balasya raksta deham ekaikasyena siditam” 


(The innumerable powers directed by 
Sambara against Prahlada, were shattered into 
several pieces by the swift-moving disc - 
Sudarsgana employed to keep Prahlada secure 
from the attack.) 


58. ibid. ,IV.xxx.21 

59.  Br.Up., IV.v.19 

60. Nighantu. III.9. 

61. Ramayana, Bala Kanda, 1.16 
62. V.P. 1.xix.20 
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In these instances it is evident that the term 
maya cannot have the sense of illusoriness. 


Thus the word is often-times used only in the 
sense of “knowledge” or “wondrous power”: and 
not in the sense of illusoriness. That being the 
case, the world cannot be termed to be illusory 
on the basis of the usage of the term maya in 
certain scriptural passages. 


To sum up the whole discussion: the world 
is real; dream objects too are real. They are 
referred to by the term - maya and the significance 
of the term is only wondrous power. The world, 
therefore, is not an indeterminable entity as the 
Advaitin thinks. It is the body of Brahman. In 
the state of dissolution it remains in a latent form, 
namely, prakrti in Brahman and at the time of 
creation it gets itself transformed in the form of 
the world. The jiva too is the body of Brahman. 
At the time of creation it comes to be associated 
with a specific body. The ghataka-sruti-s declare 
that the world and the jiva-s constitute the body 
of Brahman and the latter is the self of the two. 
This is a stronger ground on the basis of which 
Ramanuja concludes that the world being the body 
of Brahman is real. 


19] 


CHAPTER V 


THE NATURE AND MEANS 
OF LIBERATION 


5.1 INTRODUCTION 


The aim of philosophical enquiry as far-as the 
Indian tradition is concerned, is to achieve the 
highest goal of himan endeavour, namely moksa, 
which is liberation from the trammels of samsara. 
According to some schools, like the Nyaya- 
Vaisesika etc., moksa constitutes just the cessation 
of all sufferings. The Upanisad-s, however, speak 
about moksa, as a state which is characterized by 
the enjoyment of positive bliss. But within the 
Upanisadic tradition, there are differences of 
Opinion regarding what exactly constitutes moksa 
and also the means of attaining it. 


According to Sankara, moksa constitutes the 
removal of the illusory avidya and the soul 
ramaining in its natural state as Brahman. And 
the means to attain this, is right knowledge, that 
arises from the mahavakya-s of the Upanisaa-s. 
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Ramanuja, however, is of the opinion that 
scriptures do not favour an idealistic view, which 
holds the world to be an illusory appearance, and 
the soul to be non-different from Brahman. On the 
other hand, according to him, scriptures speak of 
Brahman as radically different from the soul. And 
his view has already been discussed in detail, while 
discussing the Nature of Reality. Accordingly 
moksa in his view is, the soul becoming free from 
the influence of karma-s, regaining its Godly 
qualities,. which were remaining concealed due to 
karma-s, and enjoying supreme, bliss in the 
company of God after attaining His world. 


And the means of attaining the same is 
upasanad or meditation, carried on with a sense of 
loving devotion to God, who finally bestows the 
fruit of moksa, being pleased with the aspirant. In 
this chapter, we shall deal with the nature and 
means of liberation according to Sankara and 
Ram@nuja. 
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5.2 SANKARA’S VIEW 
5.2.1 THE NATURE OF LIBERATION 


Liberation, according to Sankara consists in the 
soul shedding all its false notions and remaining 
in its natural state as Brahman. The false notions 
are kartrtva, bhoktrtva and paramatrtva, by being 
assocaiated with which, the soul suffers bondage, 
as it were. And to get liberated is to get freed 
from these factors. 


It can be ascertained from the Upanisad-s that 
the above is the concept of liberation. The 
Upanisad-s declare liberation as the soul remaining 
as Brahman itself. They further state that it is not 
something to be attained at a different place and 
time, but is one that is attained here and now. 


It is obvious that if two entities are totally 
different, one cannot become the other. Hence the 
declaration ‘brahma veda brahmaiva bhavati'’ 
cannot be taken to mean that the soul becomes 
Brahman. When read along with passages such as 
tattvamast’, ayamdatma brahma? and the like which 
state that the ‘soul is Brahman’, the above passage 
also means that that the‘soul remains as Brahman’. 
And the declarations that ‘the soul attains liberation 
here itself’ emphasises the above fact. 


Further the scriptures declare knowledge as the 
instrument that brings about liberation. The 
function of knowledge is to remove ignorance. 


1. Mund., Up,, MV.ii.8. 
2. Ch. Up., VI.viii.7. 
3. Br. Up., Vl.iv.5 
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Thus it is clear that liberation lies in the removal 
of ignorance. Nothing need be performed over and 
above this to effectuate moksa. When a gem has 
lost its glitter due to the gathering of dust, it is 
sufficient to cleanse it by removing the dust. It 
would then shine forth in its natural state, of its 
own accord. In the same way when ignorance is 
removed from the soul, the latter would manifest 
in its own true nature as Brahman; and this is 
liberation. 


Thus liberation is not something to be attained 
in a hereafter but is one which is attained here 
and now, since it is only becoming aware of what 
is already existent. 


5.2.2 THE CONCEPT OF JIVANMUKTI 


As a corollary of the above position, it follows 
that moksa is something which could be effectuated 
immediately even when one is in this bodily 
existence, which is called Jivanmukti. Since 
shedding of false ideas and notions is what counts, 
it does not matter even if the physical body 
continues. As far as the particular jiva is 
concerned, he is liberated, the moment, he has a 
profound inward realisation about his true nature 
as Brahman*. The Upanisad declares that the 
moment when there occurs the realisation, the knot 
of the heart is untied, all the lingering doubts are 
dispelled and all the karma-s are destroyed’. 


4. na brahmajfidnamatram sadmsarikadharma 
nivrttikaranam; api tu saksatkaraparyantam 
- Bhamati, 1.1.4. 
5. Mund. Up., M.i1.8. 
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Samsara or transmigratory existence is only the 
superimposition of the characteistics such as 
agency, enjoyership and knowership upon the soul. 
These are only illusory and hence are removable 
by knowledge. Once these are removed through 
knowledge, bondage comes to an end for the 
particular soul. Still the physical body continues 
by the force of the prarabdhakarma-s, which 
however do not have the efficacy to bind the soul 
any more. It is like a wheel continuing to rotate 
even after the force applied to it has been stopped. 
It will continue for some time and come to a 
natural halt when the power of the force ceases. 
So also, in the case of an enlightened being, he 
is practically liberated (mukta) in as much as, he 
has shed the false notion of bodily existence itself 
and as such he cannot be said to be embodied’. 
So he is called a jivanmukta. 


6. na avagata brahmatmabhavasya yathapiirvam sasriratvam 
sakyam kalpayitum, vedapramanajanita 
brahmatmabhava-virodhat. sarire patite asariratvam syat 
na jivata iti cenna, saSariratvasya mithyajhananimittatvat. 
nahi @tmanah sariratmabhimanalaksanam mithyajnanam 
muktva anyathah sasariratvam Sakyam kalpayitum. 
nityam asariratvam akarmanimittavat ityavocama. 


- BS.S.B., 1.1.4. 
yadi vastavam sariratvam bhavet na jivatastannivarteta, 
mithyjnananimittam tu tat. tacca utpanna tattvajnanena 
jivatapi sakyam nivartayitum. 


- Bhamati 1.1.4. 
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5.2.3 MEANS OF LIBERATION 


5.2.3.1 KNOWLEDGE - THE SOLE MEANS TO 
LIBERATION 


According to the Mimdasa school, moksa is 
attained through the performance of karma-s 
ordained in the scriptures. But according to 
Advaita, though performance of sastric karma-s and 
practice of updsana may help one to purify one’s 
mind, it is only knowledge that ultimately removes 
avidya and thus becomes the direct means. 
According to some philosophers like Bhaskara and 
Yadavaprakasa, a union of karma and jfdna 
constitutes the means of liberation. But Advaita 
altogether repudiates the theory on several grounds. 


Karma according to Advaita, is inherently 
incapable of removing ignorance, since it involves 
difference in its very nature and as such it is 
opposed to the liberating knowledge. 


The liberating knowledge is not the mere 
textual knowledge but one which culminates in a 
direct realisation of one’s non-difference with 
Brahman. But this could not be acheived, so long 
as the impressions of difference are not completely 
destroyed. Performance of karma, however, works 
just against this end, as it generates more and more 
impressions of difference. Due to this direct 
conflict there cannot be any association between 
jnana and karma. 


Again the fruits of karma-s are declared to be 
non-eternal whereas that of jfana is said to be 
eternal. This also shows that there can be no 
association between the two. 
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Further the accessories prescribed for the 
liberating knowledge also preclude any possible 
association between jmana and karma. The 
accessories are sama,dama, etc. All these involve 
restrainment and control of senses, which will be 
totally lost if one performs karma-s. 


The scriptures also proclaim knowledge as the 
sole means. 


tamevan vidvan amrta tha bhavati; n@nyah 
pantha ayandya vidyate’. 


Hence jnana is exclusively the means and not 
jfidna in association the karma. 


Due to similar considerations, even dhyana or 
updsana also cannot be said to be a means along 
with jrana. The declaration that jfana alone is the 
means precludes not only karma but also upasana 
as the means. 


Further the passage brahma veda brahmaiva 
bhavati® expresses the immediacy of the occurrence 
of liberation as soon as there arises the right 
knowledge. It thus does not allow any intervening 
factor between the two. The above declaration is 
similar to the statement, ‘He stands and sings’ 
(tisthan gdyati), wherein there is no act in-between 
the two acts of standsing and signing. If 
upadsana@ were to be the means, there should first 
be knowledge, then there should be the practice 
of upsand, based on it, which will ultimately lead 
to the fruit of liberation. But this, however, cannot 
be the case since jiana alone has been declared 
to be the direct means. 


7. Tai. Ar., YWL.xii.17. 
8. Mund, Up. IILii.s. 
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¢ 

Sankara draws a clear line of distinction 
between jnana and updsana, although both are only 
mental functions. That is, updsand is a form of 
mental activity which could be done or not done, 
or done in different ways, depending upon the will 
of the person who does it. Hence it is called 
purusatantra. In the case of knowledge, however, 
the case is entirely different. Its rise is not under 
the control of a person. nor is it a mental activity. 


When the sense-organ is functional, the mind 
is alert and when all other conditions for the rise 
of knowledge are fully satisfied, it shall arise 
irrespective of whether one wishes to have it or 
not; and this also cannot be had in a distorted 
fashion at one’s will. It is therfore called 
vastutantra. Thus, though jwana and updsand are 
mental functions, yet the two are markedly 
different’. 


Hence if updadsana were admitted to be the 
direct means of liberation, it will tantamount to 
relegating the texts that speak of knowledge as the 
direct means of liberation, to a secondary position, 
which is not warranted. Hence knowledge is the 
exclusive means of liberation. 


The above position, however, does not mean 
that there is no place for karma and upasand in 
the scheme of practical discipline in Advaita. 
They are very much needed as preliminaries to 
prepare the mind of the aspirant. 


According to Advaita, it is the direct realization 
of the identity between the soul and Brahman, 
which arises from the mahavakha-s like tattvamasi 


9 BSSB, Li.4. 
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etc., that removes bondage. The said knowedge 
does not arise by a mere textual reading. This is 
because, bondage is beginningless, and the 
impressions of difference which are innumerable, 
remain deeply ingrained in every soul. Hence, till 
all the impressions of duality are wiped off, the 
aspirant’s mind will not be in a position to receive 
that the instruction of non-duality between the soul 
and Brahman is valid. 


Karma and upasanda are thus ordained in the 
scriptures as factors conducive to achieve this end. 
Karma-s which are performed without any 
attachment for their fruits, destory sins and thus 
bring about purity of mind. After that, the 
performance of meditation upon the non-differnce 
between the soul and Brahman along with the 
practice of sama, dama etc., destroys the 
impressions of duality, at which stage the mind 
will be in a state, eligible to take the instruction 
of the final truth as valid. The process may take 
even several births. But once the purity of mind 
is achieved and the seeds of duality are annihilated, 
the instruction of the non-difference between the 
soul and Brahman, from a qualified guru, through 
the mahdvakya-s, removes at once, the veil of 
avidya, thus giving rise to an inner realization of 
one’s true nature as Brahman, which is liberation!®. 


Hence it is jana that is the direct means of 
liberation. But karma also serves as the remote 
means, and updsand as the proximate means in 
achieving this end’'. Hence, the Advaita view that 
jnana is the sole means to liberation does not mean 


f 
10. SB, 1.3.1, Vol.1 Cart I), p.47. 
ll. BSSB, Ul.vi. 27 


200 


THE NATURE AND MEANS OF LIBERATION 


that there is absolutely no scope for karma and 
upasana. They are also needed initially, in order 
to prepare the mind, by purifying it and ridding 
it completely off the vasana-s of difference. Still 
they themselves are not efficacious in removing 
avidya; and, it is ultimately knowledge that 
removes it. It is with this view that jndna alone 
is said to be the direct means of liberation. 


In view of the above position, there is no room 
for the objection that, knowledge is not seen to 
effectuate liberation in ordinary parlance and that 
bondage is seen to continue as before, even after 
the rise of knowledge. As has been pointed out, 
jnana does not stand here for the mere 
understanding of the meaning of textual passages 
but means an inner realization. That is why, unless 
there occurs the said realization, one cannot be said 
to have had an understanding of the text also, 
clarifies Sankara. 


nanu srutabhrahmano’pi yathapurvam samsaritva 
-darganat na rajjusvarupakathanavat arthavatvam 
ityuktam. atrocyate na avagatabrahmatma- 
bhavasya yathapurvam samsaritvam sakyam 
darsayitum vedapramanajanita brahmatma- 
bhavavirodhat’? 


Hence the continuance of bondage even after 
the knowledge of non-difference between the soul 
and Brahman, only means that there has never 
arisen knowledge at all. 


12. ibid., 1.1.4. 
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The above objection can be met in another way 
also. For one who sees the moon as two moons 
due to a defect in the eye, the instruction by a 
reliable person that there is actually only one 
moon, does produce the knowledge that there is 
really only one moon. Nevertheless, there still 
continues the knowledge of two moons due to 
some defect. So also the continuance of bondage 
even after the rise of knowledge can be accounted 
for, on the basis of the continuance of traces of 
bhedavasana-s, which have not been destoryed 
completely. Still, they do not have the efficacy to 
bind the person as the root-cause, namely avidya, 
has been destroyed, through knowledge. It is thus: 
a burnt cloth continues to appear in the same 
folded condition, as it was kept before burning, 
but yet it cannot be adapted to practical needs of 
life, afterwards. So also, the bhedavasana-s 
continue even after the destruction, like a burnt 
cloth; it is called badhitanuvrtti. But they do not 
have the potency to bind the soul any more. 


5.2.3.2. THE ROLE OF KARMA 


According to Advaita, performance of 
karma-s plays a significant role in achieving the 
fruits of liberation. Though knowledge is accepted 
to be the direct means of liberation, karma plays 
a predominant role as a remote means to 
knowledge. 


An earnest performance of karma, without any 
attachment towards its fruits produces unseen merit, 
which cleanses one’s mind. When the mind is thus 
purified, there arises a desire to know Brahman, 
which is known as vividisd. 
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The text, 


tametam veddnuvacanena brahmana 
vividisanti yajiiena...!3 


states that karma-s are needed only for generating 
the desire to know. The term vividisanti signifies 
that study of one’s veda, etc., serve as the means 
for generating the desire to know and not for 
knowledge itself, and much less for the final fruit 
- liberation. 


Once the desire for the knowledge of Brahman 
has arisen, the aspirant seeks a qualified guru who 
is himself a realized soul, and takes instructions 
from him in the form that the Upanisadic texts 
convey~only the non-difference between the soul 
and Brahman. This is called sravana. The next 
stage 1s manana. In this stage, the aspirant 
convinces within himself that the truth of the 
Upanisad-s that was instructed to him could not 
be stultified by counter-arguments. 


When there has arisen a firm conviction in the 
aspirant that there does not exist any difference 
in reality, he gets freed from the obligation to 
perform karma-s any more. Thus the function of 
karma comes to an end, with bringing about the 
purity of mind through destroying sins and 
generating the desire for Brahman -knowledge, after 
giving rise to the convinction that difference is 
only illusory. : 


At this stage sama, dama, etc., which are of 
the form of control of senses, become the 
proximate means for attaining Brahman-realization. 


13. Br. Up., VI.iv.22. 
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The next major impediment for inward realization 
of Brahman is only the bhedavasana-s which have 
to be destoryed totally.And this is achieved through 
upasand, which is refered to as nididhyasana. A 
constant practice of mediation of the identity 
between the soul and Brahman, removes the 
impressions of difference. Hence nididhydsana 
should be pursued along with all proximate means 
- sama, dama, uparati, titiksd,sama@dhana and 
sraddha, until all the bhedavGsana-s are removed. 
At this stage, when the mahavakya-s are 
contemplated, there arises the immediate realization 
of Brahman-Atman, which at once annihilates 
avidyad. Thus it is ultimately knowledge (arising 
from the mahavakya-s) that serves as the direct 
means of liberation’ 


In sum, accordng to Advaita, knowledge is the 
exclusive means of libration. Karma and updsanda, 
however, serve as aids in preparing the ground for 
the rise of this knowledge. 


5.3 RAMANUJA’S VIEW 
5.3.1 THE NATURE OF LIBERATION 


According to Raémanuja, liberation consists in 
the soul getting freed from the influence of 
karma-s, in regaining the qualities that are natural 
to it - the qualities that remained concealed due 
to karma-s,and its attaining supreme bliss by 
enjoying the sublime qualities of God and the 
enchanting beauty of His form. 


14. SB, 1.i.l,Vol.1 (Part 1), pp.46-49. 
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Bondage, according to Ramanuja, constitutes the 
soul undergoing suffering due to its past 
karma-s. Due to its karma-s which are in the form 
of merits and demerits, the soul attains several 
bodies and thus several names and forms, and this 
is samsara. 

punyapunyanibandhana  acitsamsargaprayukta 
nanarupabhaktvameva hi samsarah'> 


Thus karma-s give rise to suffering by 
imprisoning the soul in insentient matter, due to 
which the true nature of the soul is concealed". 
Hence moksa, consists in getting released from the 
shackles of karma-s. And removal of karma-s 
coincides with the manifestation of all the divine 
qualities, which remain concealed due to the power 
of karma-s, while it is in bondge. Once it is 
liberated, it attains the abode of God - Lord 
Narayana, and sheds even its subtle body and gets 
purified. Then it shines in its natural radiance 
with all the divine qualities manifested. At that 
time, its knowledge, which remained contracted all 
the time, expands to the maximum and thus the 
soul becomes literally all-pervasive, through its 
dharma-bhiitajnana. 


The soul in its natural state is free from sin 
(apahatapapmad), old-age (vijarah), death 
(vimrtyuh), grief (visokah), hunger (vijighatsah) 
and thirst (apipasah). 

The Visnudharmottarapurana states: A gem 
shines froth in its natural light when the dust 
covering it is removed; the light is not newly 


15. ibid, W.tii.2. 
16. ibied., WAS. 
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created therein. The act of digging of a well does 
not create water anew, but only brings out what 
already exists there. In the same way, the qualities 
such as (unlimited) consciousness, etc., which are 


innate to the soul, shine forth when the karma-s 
are removed. 


yatha na kriyate jyotsn.a malapraksalaninmaneh 
dosa prahananna jnanam atmanah kriyate tathda. 
yathodapana karanat kriyate na jalambaram 
sadeva niyate vyaktim asatah sambhavah kutah 
tatha heyagunadhvamsad avabodhadayo gunah 
prakasyante na janyante nitya evatmano hi te!” 


Thus the soul gets liberated from the influence 
of karma-s, when the latter are removed. Thereby, 
it regains its original nature. And the expression 
svarat used with reference to a liberated soul 


becomes significant, as the latter manifests in its 
pristine nature. 


Again the soul, by itself is of a blissful nature 
and its essence is identical with that of God, the 
only difference being that it is atomic in size, 


while that of God, is infinite. It is as pure as 
that of God!®. 


Hence at the state of liberation, the soul enjoys 
its own self too, but enjoys it only in conjunction 
with God as aham brahmasmi. It thus enjoys not 
only the splendour of God but also of its own self, 
of course with the awareness that it is only a mode 
of God and never independent from Him’... 


17. Quoted in SB. 1WV.iv.3. 
18. SB. IV.iv.4. 
19. Loc. cit 
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The soul again, is at liberty to take one or 
several bodies or not to take any body at all, while 
enjoying the bliss of liberation. If it takes one, 
it does so by its mere will. And the bodies are 
not made of empirical elements, but of extra- 
empirical ones, that characterize the abode of God 
(called Vaikuntha). Or if it does not take a body 
of its own, it may choose to take one, provided 
by God and enjoy the pleasures in that world”. 


It may be said that the view that the released 
soul takes a body is wrong because, to be in 
bodily existence innately leads to misery, and 
scriptures declare that, one ceases to be afflicted 
by pleasure and pain, only when one is dissociated 
from the body. 


na ha vai sasarirasya satah priyapriyayoh 
. . i as ion 
apahatirasti asariram va va santam na 
_ z / 
priyapriye sprsatah”! 


Ramanuja, however, clarifies that the cause of 
misery is not the mere association with a body, 
but association with a body, that is caused 
due to karma-s. In the case of a liberated soul 
it takes a single body or several bodies by its own 
resolve, and hence they are not caused by any 
karma. Further. it has perfect liberty to give them 
up at will. Hence, the body is not a source of 
misery. On the other hand. it is only a source of 
immense pleasure. And the Upanisad itslf declares 
that the soul takes several bodies at will. 


20 ibid., IVis 12-13 
De GOR. Cai NA 
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sa ekadha bhavati tridha bhavati pancadha 
saptadha...*. 


Now there may arise the doubt as to how the 
soul. which is atomic in size. could take several 
bodies simultaneously. Ramanuja clarifies that it 
is through the dharmabhiitajnana that the soul 
takes several bodies. It is similar to the light of 
the sun. or of a lamp. prevading places far away 
from them. and illuminating them. That is, 
Ramanuja is of the view that the liberated soul, 
out of its own will. takes many bodies~*: and its 
attributive consciousness of dharmabhiitajnana 
having expanded to the maximum pervades the 
other bodies too. In the case of the bound soul, 
however. its dharmabhiitajwana is concealed by 
karma-s, and so it could pevade only its own body, 
and not other bodies. It has already been observed 
that the knowledge of the soul becomes infinite 
at the state of liberation, which is stated by the 
Svetdsvatara passage: 


valagrasatabhagasya satadha kalpitasya ca 
bhago jivah sa vijtieyah sa c&nantyaya 
kalpate-" 


Thus according to Ramanuja, the liberated soul, 
in effect, becomes almost similar to God Himself, 
attaining all His divine qualities such as infinite 
knowledge and bliss, freedom from karma, and the 
consequent freedom from imperfections. It also 
remains at the abode of God having resolves and 
desires that never go unfulfilled. Though the soul 


2h ibid., VILxxvi.2. 
23. S§.B., IV.iv.15 
24. Svet. Up., V.9 
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thus becomes God-like in almost all aspects, it 
never attains the ability of controlling the entire 
universe, which includes the latter’s creation, 
sustenance and destruction (jagadvyapara)*>. 


These feautures constitute, according to the 
scriptures, the specific characteristic of God, and 
this characteristic can never be attained by any 
finite soul. 


From the above it would be clear that God is 
the Ultimate Master of the Universe which means 
that even at the state of liberation, the soul remains 
under His control. Hence liberation, according to 
Ramanuja, means only liberation from the influence 
of karma and it does not mean that the soul 
becomes free from the control of God also. This 
accordingly to Sudarsana Siri is the significance 
of the aphorism. 


ata eva ca ananyadhipatih** 


Here the author of the sitra-s, while referring 
to the liberated soul, states that the soul is no more 
subject to the injunctive and prohibitive ordinations 
of the sdstra-s, since it comes to be endowed with 
a will that never fails (satyasankalpah). 


And this again is because the soul is no more 
under the control of karma-s which were 
responsible for the concealment of the divine 
qualities, such as satya-sankalpatva and the like 
in it. 

The soul at the state of liberation is under the 
control of God alone and not karma-s, unlike in 


25. B.S., [V.iv.17. 
26. ibid., [V.iv.9. 
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the state of bondage, when it is under the control 
of karma also. This Badarayana emphasizes by 
using the expression, ananyddhipatih with reference 
to the liberated soul. This expression means that 
the soul has none other than God, as its controller 
at the state of liberation. He has not used the 
expression, an@dhipatih, which would méan, that 
it has no controller whatsover. It comes to this 
that the soul at the state of liberation remains by 
being controlled by God alone, and not by any 
other factor, since it is the very nature of the soul 
to be always under the control of God, as stated 
by Sudarsana Siri. 


atra anadhipatiriti noktam. kintu 
ananyadhipatih iti. atra ayam abhiprayah: 
svabhavikasesinah paramapurusad anyah 
nadhipatih muktasyeti. anyatha hi 
anadhipatiriti etavata’lam* 


It must, however, be noted that, to be under 
the control of God, does not come in the way of 


the freedom of the soul, which is perfectly 
maintained. 


Thus, the soul, according to Ramanuja, is so 
constituted that, it is always under the control of 
God. This is also evidenced by the passages of 
the upanisad-s that declare that God is the 
controller of the soul: 


yasya @tma@ sariram ...yamatmanamantaro 
yamayati”® 
antah pravistah sasta jananam sarvatma ”, 
etc. 
27. SP. on S.B., IV.iv.9. 
28. Br. Up., V.vii.26 
29. Tai. Ar., VII.xi.3. 
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It may be noted here that the passages declare 
that the soul is under the control of God, 
irrespective of whether it is in bondage or 
liberation. Again in the section entitled 
jagadvyaparavarjadhikarana, it is €tated that the 
liberated soul does not have the authority to carry 
out the functions of the creation of the world of 
sentient and insentient beings, and having absolute 
control over its existence and activity. 


And this implies that even the liberated soul 
is under the control of God. Hence liberation 
constitutes only liberation from the forces of karma 
and not from the control of God. 


There may now arise the following objection: 
according to Ramanuja the soul is always under 
the control of God and is absolutely dependent 
upon Him, even at the state of liberation. But this 
view would go against the very concept of 
liberation. It is because, liberation means freedom 
from all subjugations. And as this end is not 
achieved in the state of liberation, the latter will 
not be sought after by anybody. It has been 
declared by Manu that dependence involves sorrow 
while independence, happiness. 


Ramanuja rejects this objection in his 
Vedarthasangrahah, by clarifying the essential 
natures of the soul and God**. The soul, remains 
adjectival to God and is always subservient to Him. 
Divested of this association, the soul has no 
existence; and such a state is not possible at all. 
The soul, therefore, cannot be viewed as 
independent of God, who is its absolute Master, 


30. Vedarthasangrahah., pp 347-353 
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to whom it owes everything. And samsGra or 
bondage is a consquence of the soul losing sight 
of this fact, and thereby becoming a slave to the 
insentient matter. A non-recognition of the fact that 
God is the inner self of the soul, results in the 
slavery towards materialistic ends, which in turn 
binds the soul, in samsara, due to which arise the 
consequent sufferings. And to become enlightened, 
is to realise one’s true nature as absolutely 
dependent (Sesa) upon God. To know oneself 
therefore means, to know oneself as an adjectival 
to God, or as a mode of God. 


The object of One’s pursuit (purusartha) has 
specific relation to the nature of the soul in 
bondage. The soul in bondage, always identifies 
itself with the body in which it abides, and seeks 
things appropriate to the body with which it is 
associated. But the fact remains that the soul has 
lost sight of its true nature of being knowledge, 
and being subservient to God, and so, it does not 
seek that which should be sought after, namely, 
service to God. 


By pursuing service to God, the soul derives 
supreme delight and satisfaction of doing what one 
should do. Being subordinate to, and a prakara of 
God, the soul is irresistibility attracted toward God 
because of His transcendental qualities, and 
worships Him with a loving devotion. 


Service extended to God, unlike the one 
extended to ordinary beings does not give forth 
sorrow or grief. On the other hand, God gratified 
by the loving devotion of the soul grants the latter 
the divine vision to perceive His true form. 
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The soul then loses itself in rapturous joy 
beyond description and feels irresistable urge to 
serve at His feet which is a fruit in itself 
(ananyaprayojana). The experience of God, unlike 
mundane pleasures is unlimited and everlasting. It 
brings at once to the soul immense joy, which is 
pure and unalloyed. It is of the most intense form 
and absolute and includes within itself all sorts of 
other pleasures. To have it, is to get dissolved into 
divine bliss. As a result the soul gets prompted 
naturally, to serve at God’s feet, which again is 
a source of immense pleasure, since it is a worthy 
service (praptaseva). 


To sum up: liberation according to Ramanuja 
consists in the removal of karma, the manifestation 
of the divine qualities of the soul and the blissful 
vision of God, which culminates in the soul losing 
itself in service of God, which is the summum 
bonum. 


5.3.2 MEANS OF LIBERATION 


According to the Visistadvaita of Ramanuja, the 
final import of the Upanisad-s is God, who is the 
final goal of every individual soul. And the means 
to attain Him is also He Himself. Ramanuja thus 


lays great emphasis on the all-important position 
of God. 


Liberation, thus is ultimately to, be attained 
only through the grace of God and not through 
any human effort, however prodigious it may be. 
This, however, does not mean that human effort 
is to be dispensed with altoghether. It is required 
not as a means to liberation, but as a condition 
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to earn the grace of God. It is in this sense that 
human efforts like performance of karma, 
meditation, etc.,.are said to be the means, though 
in the ultimate analysis, God’s grace alone is the 
means. A basic principle to which all philosophers 
of the Vedantic tradition subscribe to, is that, that 
which is insentient is incapable to do or undo 
things by itself. It is only a sentient principle that 
could act or refrain from acting. 


The Mimamsaka-s consider that fruits of 
karma-s are brought about by an unseen principle 
called apurva*!, which acts as an intermediary 
between the karma and its fruits. They thus 
consider God as a redundant principle. The reason 
why they hold that it is apirva that brings about 
the desired fruit and not the karma-s themselves 
directly is that, karma-s are momentary and not 
enduring. And there is a long interval between 
the actual performance of karma at a given point 
of time and attainment of the fruit of heaven at 
a distant future. Hence there is required an 
enduring principle called the apzirva which results 
from the performance of sacrifice. 


According to the Vendatins, however, the view 
of the Mimamsaka-s is wrong. The first objection 
against the view is that there is no proof 
(pramana) in respect of the so-called apurva. In 
fact its admission involves the defect of dispensing 
with God, who is declared to be the dispenser of 
the fruits of action and also the defect of assuming 
a new principle called apurva, for which no proof 
can be adduced. The second objection is that even 


31. BS, WL.ii.39 
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the assumed apirva, being insentient is not 
efficacious to give rise to the fruits, by itself. 
Hence it must be held that it is only God, who 
grants the fruit*? and not the mere act, nor a non- 
existent apiurva. 


Although God grants the fruit of liberation, He 
does not thrust it upon souls who do not long for 
it. Liberation could not be attained at the mere 
fall of the human body nor just by one’s wish. 
It requires a deep yearning and a sincere effort 
on the part of the soul to attain it. 


The nature of liberaton was outlined in the 
previous section. It consists in the removal of 
karma-s which are in the form of merits and 
demerits and attaining the divine vision of God. 
And in order to achieve even the former, human 
capabilities are too inadequate. And it is in this 
sense that it is held that God is the ultimate 
means, since human effort, however, prodigious it 
may be, is not capable of annihilating karma-s 
whose extent or degree cannot be determined. 


Nevertheless, human effort is needed. It 1s 
needed not as a means, as observed earlier, not 
even just to gain divine grace, but to prepare the 
soul to enjoy the bliss of liberation. Just as a 
person affected by jaundice cannot enjoy sweet 
milk, so also a person who does not desire the 
fruit of liberation cannot enjoy it. 


The first step towards liberation is a deep 
dissatisfaction with worldly fruits. But that should 
not be one, which arises out of a frustration caused 
by the inability to attain them, but, should be a 


32 thid., HI1.ii.37 


Zid 


fm te 
GLEANINGS FROM THE SRIBHASYA 


genuine one, arisen out of a due reflection about 
the inherent imperfections of the worldly fruits, 
such as their limitedness, impermanence, 
involvement of pain at the time of attaining and 
also at the time of enjoying them, and also of the 
possiblities of evil effects that may ensue from 
them. 


Men who desire worldly fruits cannot enjoy 
divine bliss. Indifference to worldly pleasures, 
which is a precondition to the path of salvation, 
could be achieved only when one is fully 
convinced about the existence of a higher pleasure 
and of the possiblity of attaining it. One should 
also become aware of the defects involved in the 
ephemeral pleasures, to which the soul has been 
inclined to, for ages*?. 


And it is with this view that Ramanuja in the 
first quarter of the third chapter of the 
Brahmasitra-s, called the vairdgyapdda, deals 
elaborately with the defects of the soul at every 
state of its existence such as waking, dreaming, 
deep-sleep, etc., that continue ceaselessly as long 
as the soul is in bondage. And in the second 
quarter of the same chapter. entitled 
ubhayalingpada, he dwells upon the sublime 
qualities of God, in order to generate a desire to 
attain Him. 


Thus love towards God and detachment towards 
the objects of the world are the essential 
prerequisites of an aspirant. Liberation, which 
consists in the experience of Godin all His beauty 
and perfections, demands by its very nature the 
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soul’s longing for it. And this longing should 
develop int‘o an intense form called bhakti or 
dhyana or nididhyasana which are synonymous 
with meditation or ‘constant thinking’. But 
Ramanuja adds that it is not just meditation, 
intellectual in nature, but is one suffused with love. 
It is called bhakti which is defined as ‘meditation 
with love’. 


pritipirvam anudhyanam bhaktirityabhidiyate 


And bhakti or dhyana, according to Ramanuja 
is a form of knowledge. That there is distinction 
between perceptual knowledge and dhydna may be 
admitted. But it cannot be said that the former 
alone is knowledge and not the latter. That is 
another form of knowledge. Knowledge or jnana 
is a broad category which is classified into various 
kinds, such as perception, inference, verbal 
testimony, memory, meditation, reflection, etc. And 
one form of knowledge is essentially different form 
another. Yet the term jndna is equally applicable 
to all, and just because there is difference between 
two forms of knowledge, one does not cease to 
be knowledge. For instance, peiception is 
vastutantra and anumdna is purusatantra. That is, 
when all the conditions for the rise of knowledge 
are satisfied, there shall arise knowledge which is 
the characteristic of perception. And it is also true 
that it cannot be had in a distorted fashion 
according to the will of a person, and hence is 
vastutantra. In the case of anumdna, however, it 
can be had, or not had, or can be had in different 
ways in accordance with the will of a person, and 
hence is purusatantra. On this ground, anumana 
cannot be said to be different from jndna. So also 
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dhyana or upasana is a form of jana. In fact 
it is this alone which has been enjoined as the 
means of release in the Upanisad-s and not jfana 
in the form of understanding the verbal meaning 
of the mahavakya-s, as the Advaitin thinks. We 
shall now examine the Advaita view that the 


knowledge of the import of the mahavakya-s serves 
as the only means of liberation. 


5.3.3. SENTENCE MEANING DOES NOT 
CONSTITUE THE MEANS TO 
LIBERATION 


Ramanuja is of the view that the Upanisad-s 
no doubt declare knowledge as the sole means to 
liberation. But the significance of the Upanisadic 
statements must clearly be understood**. A mere 
understanding of the import of the texts like tat 
tvam,. asi, is not intended to be the means to 
liberation, for it is not possible to enjoin 
knowledge of the import of the texts, as it is 
attained just by a formal reading of the texts”. 


It is admitted by the Advaitin that the removal 
of the indeterminable avidya constitutes liberation. 
Avidya has for its content, pure consciousness 
which is only the identity of the true nature of 
the soul, which is atman, and the true nature of 
God, which is termed Brahman. In order that 
avidya may be removed, we required knowedge - 
a direct one, involving the identity of atman and 
Brahman, and such a knowledge could arise only 
from the mahdvakya-s, and not from anything else. 


34. ibid., Lil, Vol.J (part JD, p.49 
35. ibid., pp.49-50 
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Hence the Upanisadic declaration that /#idna is 
the means implies only such knowledge and not 
anything else, such as upasana or dhydna, since 
the indeterminable avidyad could be removed only 
by knowledge and not by meditation. 


The above argument, however, is not in 
accordance with ordinary experience. If bondage, 
being a product of advidya, were illusory and if 
knowledge were to be its removing factor, then 
it must be held that avidya is removed in the case 
of those who have attained knowledge. This, 
however, is not noticed. Hence it must be held that 
bondage is real. 


The Advaitin might argue that the non-removal 
of bondage is not because of the fact that it is 
not illusory, but because of the fact that knowledg 
had not arisen at all. This is because, knowledge 
that leads to liberation is the knowledge of identity 
which cannot arise until the latent impressions of 
difference (bhedavdsana-s) are totally annihilated. 
Hence it is not proper to say that avidyd has not 
been removed even after the rise of knowledge, 
for being impeded by bhedavasana-s, knowledge 
has not dawned to all. 


Yet another way of meeting the objection 
suggested by the Advaitin is: knowledge which has 
arisen, is not efficacious in removing avidya, 
because knowledge is impeded by traces of 
bhedavasana-s. To account for the bhedavasana- 
s the continuance of avidya must be admitted. It 
is just like the continuance of the vision of two 
moons, due to some optical defect even after the 
rise of the right knowledge that there is really only 
one moon. 
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Accoding to Ramanuja, neither of the above 
replies is sustainable. In the first place, it is not 
possible to maintain that bhedavdsand-s impede the 
rise of knowledge. It is because, the vasanda-s, by 
being themselves illusroy, are subject to removal 
by knowledge; and so what are to be removed by 
knowledge cannot impede the rise of knowledge*. 


It cannot also be said that the illusory 
cognition of duality continues to exist, even after 
the rise of right knowledge, on the basis of 
bhedavasana-s. The analogy of the continuance of 
the cognition of two moons, even after the rise 
of the right knowledge that there is only one 
moon, cannot be cited to substantiate this view. 
It is because the knowledge that there is only one 
moon does not involve reference to that factor 
which causes the cognition of two moons. 
Moreover the defect is real. Hence in spite of one 
having the cognition that there is only one moon, 
the continuance of the cognition of two moons is 
possible. In the case of the analogue, however, the 
right knowledge referring to the identity of the true 
nature of the soul with that of God, which removes 
avidya should remove the bhedavdsana-s too, which 
being the products of avidy@ are illusory. If it is 
maintained that the bhedavdsand-s exist even after 
the rise of right knowledge, then: there would arise 
the unwelcome result of the bhedavasana-s not 
being removed by any factor whatsoever. Liberation 
would then be an impossibility. 


f / 
36. S.P. on S.B., Vil, Vol.1 (Part 1, p.51 
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5.3.4. CRITIQUE OF THE CONCEPT OF 
JIVANMUKTI 


From the foregoing discussion, it would have 
become clear that there cannot be illusion, after 
the rise of knowledge, nor can knowledge be 
impeded by an illusion, which itself is removable 
through knowledge. It is in this context, that 
Ramanuja points out that the concept of jivanmukti 
as admitted by the Advaitin, could not be explained 
satisfactorily. 


According to Advaita, the physical body, the 
karma-s etc., are all illusory and hence removable 
by knowledge and no other factor is accepted to 
bring about their removal. This being the case, 
when there arises knowledge, all these illusions 
should at once be removed and there should strictly 
be no continuance of these. If traces of karma 
remain and if the physical body persists even after 
the rise of knowledge, then it must be held that 
they are not removable through knowledge. 


To quote Prof. Raghavachar?’, "If empirical life 
persists after enlightenment,that cannot be due to 
avidya. If it does not persist, there is mukti pure 
and simple and no adjectives or qualifications of 
it are justified”. 


Thus it must be noted that Ram&nuja criticises 
from the standpoint of Advaita itself, the concept 
of jivanmukti as one, which does not fit in with 
its basic premise. 


37. Introduction to Vedarthasangrahah., p.100 
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According to Rama&nuja, it is only dhyana or 
upasand, that constitutes the sng to liberation. 
Jiidna, pure and simple, cannot be viewed to be 
so. It was however contended, earlier, that there 
is no intervening factor between the liberating 
knowledge and release, and jmdana is the exclusive 
means of liberation, implying thereby that dhydna 
is not the means. Hence it is necessary to discuss 
whether scriptures advocate jnana, different from 
dhyana as the means of liberation. 


5.3.5. DO UPANISAD-S ADVOCATE _JNANA 
AS DIFFERENT FROM DHYANA? 


Ramanuja points out that the Upanisad-s 
repeatedly and- specifically ordain dhyana or 
updsana as the means in texts such as 


omityeva atmanam dhyayata*® 
nicayya tam mrtyumukhatpramucyate’? 


dhyananirmathanabhyasat devam pasyet 
nigudhavat® 


and the like. It must however, be admitted that 
the Upanisad-s do speak of jfa@na or vedand as 
the means. But these terms are general in nature, 
and they refer only to the specific meaning of 
dhyana and not a mere verbal understanding. 


The above will be clear from Upanisad-s 
themselves, which use words such as /j”dana, 
vedana, etc., interchangeably in the sense of 


38. Mund., Up., I.ii.6. 
39. Kath., Up., iii15 
40. Mund., Up., MW.ii.s 
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upasana, dhydna, etc. For instance, the 
Chandogyopanisad commences with the statement, 
“One should mediate (upasita) upon mind as 
Brahman”*’ and concludes by saying “He who 
knows (veda) thus, shines and glows with fame, 
greatness and spiritual lustre’” 


The Brhaddranyakopanisad too, uses the two 
words j#@na and upasana, interchangeably. In the 
text, ‘If one meditates (updste) upon empirical 
things consisting of names and forms, one cannot 
know (veda); one would remain incomplete; (hence) 
one shall meditate (upasita) upon the self*”, the 
word upadsana and jnana or vedand are exchanged. 


Yet another section of the Chandogya 
commences with the statment “Raikva who knows 
(veda) and Brahman, the object of his knowledge 
are both explained to you by me’“*, and ends by 
saying "Impart me the knowledge of that deity 
whom you meditate upon (upaste)"*. It would be 
evident that in passages like .these, the 
Upanisad-s use the word vedand synonymously 
with the terms updsand. This shows that the 
general terms like vedanda, etc. in the Upanisad-s 
must be understood in the special sense of 
upasana, and not in the sense of mere 
understanding of the sentence-meaning. 


Ramanuja further draws attention to usages 
such as anuvidya vijanati*® and vijndya prajridm 


41. Ch. Up., W.xviit 
42. ibid., II.xviii.5 
43. Br. Up., Ml.iv.7 
44. Ch. Up.IV.i.4 

45. ibid., IV.ii.2 

46. ibid., VIII.xii.6. 
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kurvita*’, which enjoin one to practice 
knowledge after knowing. It is obvious that, 
the literal meaning is not intended in these 
passages. On the other hand, they seek to ordain 
dhyana or meditation. Dhyana could be pursued 
only after the initial understanding of the sentence- 
meaning, which is first referred to by the terms 
anuvidya and vijf@ya. Subsequent to this, dhydna 
is ordained and this is evident from the expressions 
vijanati and prajridm kurvita®. Hence these 
passages confirm again that dhydna alone is 
intended as the means. And other passages such 
as omityevatmanam dhyayata*’, nicayya tam 
mrtyumukhat pramucyate*,etc., specifically enjoin 
meditation as the means to liberation. 


It is therefore clear that the Upanisad-s 
prescribe dhyana or meditation as the means, and 
not mere knowledge in the form of the 
understanding of the texts of the Upanisad-s. 


The author of the Brahmasitra-s too has 
determined that it is not mere j7@na in the form 
of understanding the import of the texts that leads 
to liberation, but one in the form of practising the 
remembrance of God, steadily. 


‘avrttirasakrdupadesat*'. 


47. Br. Up. Vl.iv. 21. 

48. S.B., Lil., Voll )Part 1), p.53 
49. Mund. Up., I1.ii.6. 

50. Kath. Up., V.iti.15. 

51. B.SL,TV.v.1. 
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And further he states that it has to be pursued 
till the soul departs from the body : 


aprayanat*? 


Thus, according to Ramanuja, scriptures 
prescribe only dhyana or updsana, as the sole 
means of liberation. 


5.3.6 THE ROLE OF KARMA 


The said dhyana, again, is aided by the 
performance of karma-s; it is not divested of them. 
karma serves as a subsidiary (anga) to dhyana or 
upasana, and wihtout it, it is impossible to 
complete the updsana itself. As declared by the 
author of the sttra-s ,upadsand depends upon all 
the karma-s pertaining to the specific stage and 
class of life (varna and asrama) of the aspirant. 


ra —— om ged 
sarvapeksa ca yajnddisruterasvavat™ 


Just like the riding of a horse needs its 
accessories such as a saddle, rein, etc., upasana 
eeds all its accessories, for its fruition - the 
accessories, which are in the form of the specific 
karma-s. Thus, according to Ramanuja, karma-s 
serve as the means of liberation by being the 
subsidiaries of updsana, and hence they are to be 
pursued necessarily, till the fall of the body. The 
upasana too is pursued till the end of one’s life. 


The Advaitin, however, contends that 
performance of karma-s is opposed to the liberating 
knowledge. It thus cannot be carried on till the 
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end, but has to be given up once the purity of 
mind is achieved. And he adduces several reasons 
to show that karma and jnana are opposed to each 
other. The liberating knowledge is the knowledge 
of identity, while karma by its very nature involves 
difference. On this ground karma and jftana are 
opposed to each other. Again the fruits of karma 
are declared to be non-eternal while that of jrana 
is said to be eternal, and this shows that there is 
direct opposition between the two. Further, several 
accessories like sama, dama, etc., which are 
prescribed for an aspirant, cannot be pursued if 
karma-s were to be performed. It follows that. 
karma cannot go together with knowledge. And the 
the scriptures declare knowledge as the means, to 
the exclusion of everything else. It is hence 
obvious that karma cannot be a means along with 
Jnana. Thus the scope of karma is restricted to 
generating purity of mind after which it has to be 
abandoned. 


The above view of the Advaitin is a result of 
his basic view that the world is only illusory and 
that knowledge of identity alone leads to liberation. 
Neither of the two positions, as has been explained 
earlier, can be satisfactorily explained. 


It has further been shown that the scriptures 
prescribe only updsand as the means and not jnana 
in the sense as understood by Advaitin. And on 
this ground, the view that karma and jnana are 
opposed to each other, loses its significance. Since 
jnana in the form of up@san@ is the means 
advocated, karma is not only unopposed to it, but 
is an auxiliary to it too. 
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The other arguements of the Advaitin are met, 
on the following lines: It was contended that jfana 
and karma are opposed to each other, as their 
fruits differ vastly. The fruits of karma are 
declared to be non-eternal, while that of knowledge 
is eternal. But this arguement, Ramanuja states, is 
also not sound. This is because, karma produces 
fruits that are non-eternal, only if one is attached 
to the fruits and performs them with a desire for 
the fruit. But the same karma-s, when performed 
with a sense of detachment, that is, as an offering 
to God, do not produce fruits that are non-eternal, 
but instead aid the growth of upasana, by 
producing purity of mind. 


The Advaitin does agree in respect of the fact 
that karma-s performed with a sense of detachment 
produce purity of mind. But he feels that, it should 
be stopped once that is attained. But accrding to 
Ramanuja, it is not enough if purity of mind is 
attained once, but it has to be maintained 
throughout, for which performance of karma-s is 
to be carried on upto the end. Hence if karma is 
abandoned after some time, there is every 
likelihood of the mind getting polluted again. And 
to avoid this, one must perform karma, with a 
sense of detachment. Further, it has been 
dee aimed by the author of the aphorisms that 
karma is an accessory (anga) for updsand,** and 
so it has to be performed as long as upasand itself 
(which is the angi) is continued. 


Thus there is no pramana for the abandonment 
of karma. It has rather been mentioned in the 
scriptures that karma-s have never been abandoned 
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but have been performed with diligence, by those 
“who were practicing brahmavidya (that is, upasana). 


iyaja so’pi subahiin yajnan jranavyapasrayah 
brahmavidyamadhistaya tartum mrtyum avidyaya”? 


Hence there is no stage in one’s life where 
karma-s could be dispensed with. 


It was again pointed out that scriptures declare 
knowledge. as the sole means, to the exclusion of 
everything else including karma. But Ramanuja 
points out that these texts mean only that 
karma-s by themselves do not become an 
independent means to liberation and that they do 
not totally deny any role for karma-s. Karma-s are 
needed very much as ‘accessories for the upasana. 
According to Ramanuja, it is only up@sana aided 
by karma-s, which is the means to liberation, and 
not updsanad unaided by the performance of 
karma-s. Thus the Upanisadic declaration that jnana 
alone is the means to liberation, means only that 
karma-s do.not become an independent means, 
which does not, however, preclude any role for 
karma-s. Further, it has already been proved that 
the Upanisadic decclaration that jAGna is the means 
refers only to jndna in its special sense known as 
upasand, and not a mere verbal understanding of 
the mahavakya-s. 

In regard to the view ‘that the performance of 
karma would impede the pursuit of sama, etc. 
which have been prescribed as accessories to jndna, 
Ram@nuja states that scriptures ordain sama, dama, 
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etc., that is control of senses and of mind only 
in respect of those acts which are prohibited 
(pratisiddha) and those that are neither prescribed 
nor prohibited (avihita-apratisiddha), and not in 
respect of those that have been specifically 
ordained to be performed®*. Further performance of 
karma is not a counteracting factor for the pursuit 
of sama, etc. 


It was also contended by the Advaitin that 
karma has been declared as a means only for the 
rise of desire for the knowledge of Brahman and 
not as a means for knowledge itself or for moksa. 
This view in effect means that one takes to the 
performance of karma-s such as sacrifices, etc., 
only in order to attain a desire for knowledge. But 
unless there is desire already in knowledge, there 
could not arise a desire toward its means, namely, 
performance of karma etc. Hence the text yajiiena, 
etc., is similar to the expression asina jighamsati. 
This expression does not mean that the sword is 
the means for attaining the desire to kill; on the 
other hand, it means that it is the means for 
killing. In the same way, the text, yajnena,, etc., 
means that performance of karma is the means for 
attaining knowledge, and not for attaining the 
desire for knowledge’’. 


Thus, according to Ramanuja, knowledge in the 
form to updsana or mediation, constitutes the 
means of liberation. It consists in maintaining the 
remembrance of God continuously, with loving 
devotion, in an intense manner. It would then ripen 
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to such a level as to lead to the vision that would 
comprehend God in His full glory and splendour, 
which would be similar to direct perception. And 
thereafter the aspirant remains in such a state that 
he cannot sustain himself without having such a 
vision of God even for a moment; and even a 
momentary loss‘of such a vision would trouble his 
heart to a great extent. It is declared thus in the 
Garudapurana: 


yanmuhiirtam ksanam vapi vasudevo na 
cintyate 
sa hanistanmahacchiddram sa bhrantih 


sa ca vikriya’® 


It is to be noted, however, that the vision of 
God, is certainly not a fruit of one’s own effort 
but a ‘gift’ of'God. God immensely pleased with 
the deep devotion of the devotee, grants Him His 
vision. But He does not do so to those who do 
not aspire for it. 


It is in this context that the Upanisadic view*® 
that “God choses that soul for liberation’ becomes 
significant. Ramdnuja elucidates the points on the 
basis of the Bhagavadgita. God chooses, no doubt 
but it is not a random choice. He chooses only 
those who are choice-worthy. And the worth in the 
soul to be chosen is its loving devotion. The Lord 
makes it clear in the Bhagavadgitd that He cannot 
be attained by the study of veda-s, not by willingly 
undergoing bodily sufferings (tapas), not by 
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munificence and not even by sacrifices. It is only 
through pure bhakti that one can attain Him, for 
He is of such nature®. He further declares that He 
grants the 6..uddhiyoga, that is, His divine vision, 
with utmost compassion to those who long for His 
company at all times®. 


Ramanuja concludes that from such passages 
it is clear that God chooses those who are 
immensely devoted to Him and who submit 
themselves with unflinching devotion towards Him. 


5.3.7. IS LIBERATION POSSIBLE HERE? 


It may now be objected as follows: there are 
passages such as 


atra brahma samasnute™ 
tamevam vidvan amrta tha bhavati® 


which declare that liberation is attained here and 
now. But the view of Ramanuja is that liberation 
is something attained in an other world and not 
here“. Thus his view runs into direct conflict with 
the passages, cited above. But, according to 
Ramanuja there: is no conflict at all, when viewed 
in the light of the discussion of all these passages 
by Badarayana in the Asrtyupakramadhikarana®. 


As observed earlier, liberation consists in the 
removal of avidya, that is karma, and having the 
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direct vision of God, that brings forth with it 
supreme bliss®. Hence liberation, while one is 
alive, must be understood in the sense that the soul 
is liberated from the shackles of karma. It is thus: 
as the aspirant proceeds in the path of liberation 
and practices intense meditation with unflinching 
devotion, it ripens to such a level that he gets a 
vision of God, which is almost similar to 
perception. And this constitutes a stage in the 
process of meditation. When there arises, such a 
vision, all the sayicita karma-s, or the accumulated 
merits and demerits, of the updsaka, which have 
not yet started yielding forth their fruits are 
destroyed; and, the merits or demerits, which the 
aspirant may acquire unintentionally after attaining 
such a vision, do not cling to him®’. But the 
aspirant has to exhaust the pra@rabdha karma-s, or 
the merits and demerits which have started yielding 
forth their result in the form of the present body, 


only by experiencing their fruits in one or more 
births 


As has been pointed out earlier; liberation 
constitutes the removal of karma-s and experiencing 
bliss ensuing out of the vision of God. Now even 
while the updsaka continues the practice of the 
upasana, he attains both these fruits, though only 
partially. And this state, where there is the removal 
of karma and the experience of God, is almost 
similar to this state of moksa or liberation. And 
it is this state, that is referred to in passages such 


66. infra.,p. 213 
67. SB. IV.i.13. 


232 


THE NATURE AND MEANS OF LIBERATION 


as atra brahma samasnute and the like**, cited 
above. The final emancipation, however, occurs 
only after the fall of the body, and after attaining 
the abode of God, called Vaikuntha. 


Nevertheless, the reason why some passages 
speak of liberation here itself is because, the vision 
of God that the aspirant attains here is something 
unique, which is granted by God, who Is 
immensely pleased by the loving devotion of the 
aspirant. Once that is attained there is nothing that 
needs to be attained, for that itself brings along 
with it, transcendental bliss which can be termed 
almost moksa, itself. And this is the reason why 
some passages, apparently, refer to this itself as 
moksa, though it is not the final release. 


And the author of the aphorisms too, refers ta 
such a state of liberation, as one which is attained 
before the fall of the physical body - amrtarvam 
ca anuposya®. 


Thus moksa, in its final form, is one which 
will be attained only at the abode of God. This 
is also confirmed by other passages which speak 
about the path, which is called the devayana or 
the arciradimarga, through which the soul travels 
and attains final release. The travel through this 
path never again brings the soul back to this 
mundane existence”. 


The very fact that the Upanisad-s and the 
author of the sitra-s describe the path through 
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which the soul reaches the world of God, proves 
that liberation is to be attained in a hereafter and 
not here. 


‘To sum up: liberation consists in attaining the 
world of God. The sole means of liberation is 
jfidna or updsana, which is mediation upon God 
with loving devotion, aided by the performance of 
duties relating to one’s stage and class of life. The 
soul, with a view to attain liberation, pursues 
meditation upon God in an intense manner,’ and 
at this stage it attains the vision of God, which 
is’ more or less similar to direct cognition, 
experiences the bliss that ensues from it and 
becomes free from the shackles of karma. And this 
stage is almost similar to liberation. Libration, in 
the strict sense of the term, is attained only after 
the final fall of the body, and after reaching the 
world of God. 
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Having dealt with in detail the views of the 
Advaita school and that of Ramanuja, a few 
remarks, by way of an epilogue may not be out 
of place. 


_ To begin with it has to be stated that both 
Sankara and Ramanuja were essentially 
traditionalists and both offer themselves only as 
the spokesmen of their respective traditions and 
do not claim to be the originators of their system. 
And it also could be justly vouched that both their 
schools had their roots in the basic Vedantic texts. 


But this apart, a critical study of the 
bhasya-s of both the acarya-s shows that they had 
their own unique conceptions of Reality. Though 
scriptures were held to be the ultimate authorities 
by both, though they adopted similar approaches 
towards them, still if they arrived at entirely 
different results claiming the same scriptures as 
their soruce texts, it was due to the uniqueness 
of thier basic conceptions. We can say that these 
were almost axiomatic in the development of their 
philosophies. Throughout their bhasya-s, we can 
see that these axioms run as undercurrents and play 
a major role in the formulation of their 
philosophies. An in-depth study shows that their 
notions varied, their conceptions differed and their 
values conflicted. 
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éankara was anxious to see that Reality, which 
is Brahman, transcends all our commonplace 
notions, ideas and imaginations. It is a perfection 
beyond our comprehension. And such a Reality, 
he thought, should necessarily be one, where none 
of our worldly conceptions found their way in. 
That is why, it does not look odd to him to 
conceive of Brahman beyond any properties 
whatsoever, though, he seeks to establish such a 
quality-less Brahman entirely on the basis of the 
Upanisad-s in spite of their clear description of 
Brahman as repository of all virtues, at numerous 
places. 


A basic guiding principle, according to 
Sankara is that scriptures are meant to teach what 
could not be known through any other source of 
knowledge. That is why, when scriptures declare 
Brahman as endowed with countless excellences 
and also as devoid of any quality, for Sankara the 
latter ‘set of passages become more powerful than 
the former.. They teach something which could not 
be known through any other pramana, and this 
bestows upon them a special claim to be ‘more 
powerful’. The other set of passages, though 
belonging to the same pramdna, namely, the 
Scripture, are to be understood a ‘concession to 
the ordinary human beings’ who could not elevate 
themselves to the level of thinking of a nirguna 
brahman. 


The scriptures, according to Sankara, emphasize 
in the ultimate analysis, that Reality is a unitary 
principle, negating all sorts of differences in it. 
Hence, even if difference is spoken of by them, 
that is meant only to be discarded, in the ultimate 
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analysis, for oneness and difference cannot go 
together. 


Ramanuja, on the other hand, adopts a synthetic 
approach. He expressly sets it as his aim to 
integrate all sorts of apparently contradictory texts, 
resolving the contradictions, without at the same 
time divesting any passage of its primary 
connotation or resorting to secondary signification. 


The individual soul, in his system, does not 
get dissolved in the sea of Brahman, losing its own 
identity in the process, but retains its individuality 
and finds fulfilment and enrichment in the company 
of God. 


Ramanuja does not offer a philosophy in which 
objects of the world, which are validly known 
through perception, are rendered to be an ‘apparent 
divergence’ of Braliman and which shall cease to 
exist with the final awakening, a philosophy 
which fails to carry conviction. 


He does not bifurcate Reality into the Brahman 
of philosophy and God of Religion. Reality is one, 
and according to him, the Absolute of philosophy 
cannot be different from God of religion. 


He lays great emphasis on bhakti as the means 
to liberation and following the author of 
Brahmasiitra-s, he demonstrates with great acumen 
that it is only a form of knowledge. - The view 
is not totally unknown to Sankara as is evidenced 
by his interpretation of the first s#tra of the fourth 
chapter of the Brahmasiitra-s; but he is forced to 
maintain a difference between the two because of 
his basic philosophic position. 
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Again, Ramanuja too, does subscribe to the 
principle that scriptures are meant to teach 
something not knowable from any other pramdna. 
But on that score he is not prepared to accept that 
scripture could invalidate other pramana-s or that 
within the scripture itself one set of passages could 
reign over other supposedly less powerful passages. 
He accepts that scriptures would not teach about 
a cow as a cow, which is known through 
perception. But they will not teach it to be a stone 
either. In other words, scriptures do not teach about 
something which could be known through other 
pramana-s nor do they contradict what is validly 
known through other pramdana-s.: On the other 
hand, they teach something new, over and above 
what is already known through other pramdna-s; 
as for instance, that Brahman is the indwelling 
spirit (antrayamin) of both the cow and the stone. 


Ramanuja, again,does not compromise with the 
Advaita contemplated in the scriptures. But on 
that count he does not do away with difference 
altogether, for that also is taught by the scriptures. 
Difference, according to him, need not be 
abandoned in order to uphold unity, but instead 
could be included or subsumed in it. Difference 
need not scare us as opposed to identity. If it is 
said that a flower is one as well as many, then 
it is contradictory. If, on the other hand,it is said, 
‘it is a single flower with many petals’, then there 
is no contradiction. Thus, according to Ramanuja, 
singularity, by itself is not opposed to 
manifoldness and his elucidation of the 
philosophy of Visistaddvaita is an ample 
demonstration of this idea. 
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9.23 


9.23 


0.23 


G28 


G29 


G28 


| Aqaea: || 
| vata afore || 
TA TATOO TATA RATATAT 
qa aryata ata aurdia afttasa 
(aadagqe | 40%) 


q caraatsfe weatuafaea ada fe 


(FX 9%) 


q ah aed cad Ve Surietentats atgatta 
deaaelad waa, Tartare | 


(FATA 3.3 4) 


aéq alraany andtéadarfedian | 


(oT. & 0) 
dé arated fear ; Fealee Aequreatia 
a ge aa yet | aes 


aa fe gata vata ateat sat aaate: aa 
caCA MSHI AT cha H VAAL AcHA 
a frarttare | vst 
qacaqayAcseaada WaATea: | 
aHaTATSIO Tfeaqaatack AAA ea. z.e) 
weasecan aay area stta Tre Ue tig v.20) 
aeaTeATgaY Bats fe aa 

IC SIGI cae fe efaatsaeaentara: lhageteao 
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4.20 


YRC 
GR 


7.28 
Y. 40 


. Woe dog cd AoW ydndd 


ACATAST CUT AAATEA | yee 
aaa aly at fate Gaeqag Aan, 
fasHa ahaa wed Tataa Taaay 
(B49) 
Gea AAAAA Fz | ann 
aq Te Geqet: | re aX) 
ara f wala frerenraas ¢ Aes Alea ve. 
geal HII: GaeE gad | ety 
AAeaTaAT Gat Bar Sra: VACA | ai ar xe 


pours: ald Fa Fal st AAT baths en 

q gaycad déh wzata 

q Ugat yey uaa | Bs 

Jal aay bce RR re 

aya ofast faced aa asuaeal water 
(4. 37,0.%) 

ga da gaa vata | (43.48) 

ata fatacarsfaqegata 

qed: Vea: aaa faad | (38.3.2) 


Gatud qaatdesg yatta! axes 
Aaaswiesed, Heer: F Fa: Aeacy 
da gadsta; aa yfaeat, atadad zara 
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Gee 
G28 


G. 48 


G. 8 


| UTA aT eae aT | 


qeallaaneaiar foahara qa ara || 
rays daqerd + eey ; ate qeataaea 
2Bq | (AG AE ANY Gee) 
qo Caaheager GITATaTAa: Carat Saat 
qT fal ated ; HASTA ARASH Tafa: - 
aeAtecaasa) earl wa faqayea 
SOaatd; AATSATM AAT Hat FAT sae 
IY:: TaASA A] Sea Aaa SaARHCITA| 
THAeS SHO saraeara agar faa:| Alaa: 
alaareca Pag, AATATATA| sta wa Vaal 
TETAS Aaa Fetlerd AAVTASTA| 
qos fraraared... HANTS TRAST Arar: 
Eq] Ad: Reta THe aeq eaa: fa 
ata | (aofata: 9.2) 
Herata ATACUAATSEATS: | cewmtearg. 9) 
aaeat fararqarat facacartatd ated gar: 


AIAHAS HT AAACTAMAT ATK | csute g) 
faidaeahaordagedy TaaveTEU | 


(4.9.9.8 (T.41)G. 4%) 


fadtatfativeyent atancrntacgead | 


(A.9.- TATA.) 
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i ‘av 


araAMaea aaa: Aaa seq fatazraiata 

Aad sat aecare|d Ulasrarhta waarhactsaty 

4 alata | AT ee Tee 
| 


PREC IGUIGLUING CE RUC AC AIC IZ Cllo 


CA AT A(T ATT 28) 


 afetmare sf, dearaea aryfaracargy 


acaada atta: | (AT AT? 9% TAT ATG, #28) 
wear ATA caarara Salata araraeg 
deaAqae stay ( ATT DAD ATYT. £28 -% 20) 


, Ufaattrenwrpataaet acaty Wata 


qacHeaface arc Heer; gata ofthe 
ferceratcare vaca CReratdea SY Weer, 


yay Guecaeuraneatatd He: hans (FANT, 223) 


aqrqucnacada ; 4 ads ada atta 
Aaa STeq | (far). oA (W ANY, £3) 

HAMAS AY ACHAT Ka AAT TATA 
Ufa Gade Taga cafayqardacs 


qT | (ALT 9 FAT ATG. Fay) 


saaaray arena: aeatetat faurrura afta 
FETA AaTagT CATATCHT bah ans... ass. 202 


AAAS SAAT AKAM TATS_| 
waatafa atarelf sane} yada 
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7.&¢ 


G90 


F.98 


G.08 


sens faaaa al azcaeaaeata 
aad carat a IT calaTes : || 


CAF 5 7 aT ADT Fue 
qaacaed Heataey wae Aoife GRTATIa| 
ataaqyfaaratiaarear: ataleagreat gia Te 
aearetaa-late atnaeat atareareaearen- 
HTH TYAN TSSAT:| cane 
aa eetladeaca-meracataeg iy: cerca 
gu cd-Ycaacaidfafasad, vaneq:nw- 
BUTEEHRISH aaeacaaa Aa Sq fete 
fgtazacdt sfc | CAAA) 
aeafafaarcnard yrTatforamcafestacad: - 
HAATACHOTA TATZITT: | cyanea agree) 
satfraraa tea: foostsuqag facargata 
atdcatuatteattia | taal dfate areata 
MIAN AGTACT F AHH SESH MAA 
aguateqat | ORAL. Le (GANTRY) 
TAO AAT WTA AAT ATA ATA TT 
fafameg cufaarararasty argat ara 
HeAcsHrHroncaa: EHO BLATATs 
CISC ICUEE (ITE AA ACEI) 
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08 


GZ. 


F.99 


F.9d 


q.<2 


G.c2 


edd CAAHAUIGATA: HelAedaraqyiaa 
aid Tash | Chat aa ANG, 46) 
Oe MaeeaSAA aaa Set ASNT TA 
BATT VATTET: VERIFY UTS: FATE | 
THEA THA, Fa cea scaterentra arias 
TASUAA ASA; WI PASTA TEAS STA | 


CAAT E28 DATA, G99) 


qTeacazad wae: yratesEnqwg 


Tae | aes 
eeavetanifedeat eaat: | gees 
qe eat FaTag | 82.2) 
a sad atara aa gfe | ie 


mena a er eehy ata 

HASH Ate FST HLTA: FEMA I tee re 
AEATCAT TSTHA | (afi 42.20) 
HS HAT GTA: WHA: FAIA bats 
Ha: Wroatreeag waa 
araratraarear ararefata TTA lest i) 
na: ada ad ata ad Gara tes cen 
GAUCASA PACA A VATEHATPEAATL| tra esc 
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Ges 


T.c8 


HAS UAT FTW: AGW welaas:| 
dceycaraquagicd GH vata asa: 


(WETIFAR WtaAMH 340 33) 


AaICHTA TAANH ST | Asm 0) 
Gaplas VAMEVIAARTATA wares 
qaiptasmeatcay ead yadsta at | 
aeadted acest carey area: Peet 


(dat. &% &%) 
dafyearaed J ASST Fil aa, cae 
afreatad are ame 


dda tad 48 Cat VSTAST A) waza 
al aT Veted qeeq: Tara yaaa | 


(T, & %.y) 


a, ofyeat fasa......atsey farsa... ceca 
fasa.... at arat fasa....a Strat forse... 


(4. 4.9.9) 


aeq atrteng aredi¢avargdian ; 
aeata dg ea garaate adsitsaad (B.E.2.) 
AUACAUTAAE CATA eAIS aT ATA: 
SPCR MCCICE am, 2.2.40) 


ada ag cat yaraatal LR) 
Talc CAAAH Sal Amn. 0 
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T.88 


7.88 


7.84 


7.%0 


7.88 


oo AALA Aaa Taqgrasa 


ae coaTyara| AM 428) 
mratariacatn eae Ragsaya: WIE: 

aut asmatgdayfantadsacast caste | 
ATIAAI A: Galt Geraleearcag ara 
TASCA EAS St ATA SATA: | 


(St. UT ¢&&) 
qed aerate easHaa 
(7.3.4.9) 
aaeiaatyad: UTA PATa ACTH 
(AT8 9. TAT ANG £04) 
fragafatatraat aearataterad qt: 
ATT hyd | (AT Ae eT ACTA SS) 
quseaatntdtadts sad 


cauifaahl AaaTatHal aI Cee 


(BT C.2.4,) 


g.fo3 4@ alatied faa ; qcat: @ Acgarcatta 


q se atda osatal 64.59) 
aa fe gataavata afear sat aaafa 


TF AT TAATH AT Tha FH TAT ae. 


g.tou UUSEE afHfsiadta sad TapaTfaasl cas.) 
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q.tow PATA TA Va CaEa Wea: aycMS aaa 


faazatal aq e092) 
204 Gad Trad ar faut gg] aera 
gto AGA raaaaray ay ava 
g.205 SICHT STH: GAL: (8.31.2) 


g.tog HCA: S ACHE Fe AAT TRAP exe 


g.208 DUTCH Sake Aca Geeta 


at. 

g.2og GE Fal Zacyeqriaea afenrafaty 

ftaate :| BaD 
g.too AY USA ea SASHES 

qa 4q arcdetatoratal qotetn 
goo At GUTAAN ATA Bz: 

arcntatatard eat Va: || atte) 

atat arastadigid ¢4 va: (2.48) 
5.208 HAA ATA TAHATA Aaeaai Haar 

F Tana aed Tata | 


a OA: ag wat woraafa aguas weer 
gat atarca aiawee yfatieaa sa | 


(ALAC. E. CTE TAN T.2 9 e808) 


5.003 FOU AAT TATA T ATCT | anarst) 
g.rcgdeara aeadsa|l 4 qzad_ ate daria 
afad| data asad qed a ATATAaT 
Gaia: {| (AT BT. 5%) 
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4.4% ATE aaaae argeaad aarta 
at waar Wart Lethe 
getg Aaa HA PASTATATAL gay 
Us fe gUt Mal... TANTATCHT FEI sve 
F220 ude YNT-AAe aay areatc G..4.43) 
gro t WRAt Fel watt FMT ata F-@ary 
ad & a4: Usatd GAAS AIA ber 0.98.2) 


gi aed alteaany adi HL RD 
aretha aay (BT. 9.2.4) 
yaaa aay (Z.a.3) 
3@ Gad AeanIcaT | Bats 
TASASIeA FET | 9.20 
AatSatsfed Fz | qine.ta) 


5.20 AM SAAASEAHTA FF Fe TA TE aces 
Heat: Bega Tea a oe ATA TRA er 
5.22 FUT ela Want frey frst: 
qeaT: Wad ABT: 
TUSHUS AT-M ATA: 


gard aa darteatea | a ut 
g.02¢ FAT UY Wala ATHTISTA SAU SAA SAAT 
qa | (, &.¥.3's) 
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gcxet Wad faad at faufacy re 
g.92q HAM AAMeATS TSAI AY Sra aaacay 


stead Ua | (FAX 3.¥2) 
gag Ualsea fazarqaria fruraearad feta 
(4. 8, 3.¢%.3) 


attain claatas stata: GATAA | ate 
PROM CRCICCUCCILUICE 3 (eC oe MC RICC CL Iztel 

sitaca Hafan: Waded; aHahre are 

BO ICT COG CE WIG IBC EIS orale: LeaIb La 

qeacd aged | Of) 
g.2¢¢ VHASMTCA Ada afedeq:| 3.48) 
g.0¢¢ AAIAAATEY MATT Acwaes a 

arat ofa: a fagta:| (248) 
g.ca¢ Gad: fwaarorts zor; Hatter aaar:| 

ASSHT CAH STCAT HAST AAT ba t.20 
G23 MAHOU CA ST THAS AT | coher 


g.23¢ Aasotd AAT FAT | caiec.t) 
g.232 4 seats fasa....a aTcaaneat aaa 
(7.4.9.28) 


g.2ax faqataaayo Gaeola TAT BW ootecan 
9.234 AAAI: HAMA AAATY CUSIAK TT as2.2.0 
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g.s24 @aT fe are caeataday aq -arafesar | 
at a caareataataegaartaeahy actAray 
qT yOTATIHerd | weyayecstaraeia | 
afaye va ay TT: | (fT 
g, 93g CMM dat - Aaa - qT AUT 
eA eI —Sfa TETAS ALOT Perea 
gadaqgd cat yadd| ORR 
g.g20 UT OF UIgad Hata F sara atarq 
Sfattafa| wT vaTaTqad Arafat a 
anattatate | erry 
gael Sadar usat Wifaqday | 
aay afgatt ad aa aquaria cl 
ATA aTTHUTa ASAT TA: | 
ATA TACA STAT ATTA sat. co.2) 
g.22c HACGAUTAS J ATARI | otiec 
TATU SY, WERT S PA ABT | cat. re.c0) 
amd feud: ar GERy aTaATA | 
PAU AAAT ATTA T APTS, | eat.re. 1) 
g.c3c Gar Ugut fagedtaty sfa a frantsfea ; 
ats Seaaaaar: TaTafaTEesy TW TOCA 
alycaaararyrara | CEeent 
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gvye dad Gardas Alea PRTATAL gave 
give THUCHT daar dfaaeg:| errant 
give Sat qataaan aaa) 
G2 28 APAEAOL TRY ATS Alea ACTA. | 
geya Healy Hraey fattacaagfagacae | 4 

aa qsearie-yos: yfataoratated: ; 4 fe 


| SSE IS ATOM Sead YA aT (AGATA §.§.%) 
4.293 TAT 9 ATA RTT pala 
gee AIA fe Yat AQ: YF HH AAT Ahaze) 


gcse Aeldecd Fed: aaa aaiaa- 
PURGING age. 


4.249 ScUrataaanea: Gal sera aT: | 
Jey {RIAILITA “SIMATT FeITA 
TREAATATRATA: FaATAT EcqeaAd | aR 
BY fos cqa TAT Pica ea TOMAS 
ghoramemsataat | aa Gataeaey 
seaeA Aa Tiassa: | Fa TaeAeT 
acuta: | (HfL TA.2.20) 

qeecacaacd fe geqenifacq@m | aa 
acca amteawy: AACA... qaeey 
quastararant sista rere: | 

— aeda afgdteaaeeraratat zt aredifa 


aaEned: | 7 a aqcacatatimt qeTurat 


ara Afaguarad | Cae 
geen Haedany stata er 
ag seq araita| Cee 
g.tgx HAReaUeAa fs Pa TAHA aaa ATT, 
Qh: aealeaa| ARLE) 


ger 3G BMealasesy Wd: Acasa aTAST 
aacasqned, dfgfadt qenraeat | aAat 


TA THEATER Geta AACA 


(AT AT. 3.4 20) 

g.2ar Satdtty fasoy: yatta fasuz: 

qatis fasuy: feat fearear | 

qT: VAG UT va wa 
meter safer a Tamas Wl gear 
g.cae T Meds fagaeareare: | sary Feat TAT: 

prorecdey Hed fe WPATAT seer 
B28e .. AAA FHAaSacH caeaat al THU - 


PrePageaR RAAT AAA: UAT... gotor.t.2220 
4.088 Ale Hana, Alaa 


TSS &: Was: ) cath fe yeeHRUa 


eraacgeaa) astead...a aaah 
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ACO UTA as CSOT GT SOTA: «BaP 

J PAG OU AA ATH AEM | isis 
gto TACHA CAAAHE| mot) 
g.tot Hicquere-para Wafates yay agearfacnat 

arora faa fated sft + aKa fear | 


geo Ghaeatag wetad, argedufa fara aa 
arat atac.... yale safe clad ; Ferrer 
dad ; teaqmnen dad - sar aafaciad: 


qa: a @a vat wafal Qa 
g.coa td HAtfaatata Paratfacaeavad 
arguarad a| aetay 


g.toy FA RATATAT BRUTY Fe ACI eR IRA TT 
avy eauraey acHTa Staqata: ard 
HUOTATAEAA, | Chat. an 

coe PEAR AEA PeTaAA AAA: | 
Hy witfendced Tas taTEA || 
MHA: AA Aaa acaaaM aT: | 
AatSal TAMEAE AAT ATATAATHA: | 
Wafer ATA MS TAHEA AMSAT | ag.e.ceee 
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gice PAST WeaHAaTA oe 
gece THIGAS TATA aA 
gece ay aatadza tazrrearfacitaar| 
qe aeded FIA AT AAT: [gear 
g.9cg ATSTATA J HTcect aa Mea CaR UAT 
gece ad aa ta a Taal FT Teal Aafea 
TY TAT VAAL UA: TAA | A AA AAS: 
qa: WAat Hated | AAT SSAFATy 
qa: W8a: aed... A HAT ears 
g.teo AIGTATA fo HIcecS ATA eam CaS CAT 
grec fh Gata ga cacdsfo ural ate: 


atratfeaeararaaita| gen soe 
g.8¢8 HEAMAT ATAAT | STATS | mete, aro 
gree alearatiaeat ATAaT | (ia, 4.80.24) 


B280 TAAL ad STAT STATA LAAT cern a1. 28) 
g.2g0 dt ATAIASa ATSACALTTAAT| 
TACT HAT CEA AHAAT AAA Ibe cic 20 
gest TaAAAA Bahasa hrH oy; 
ATT. Aare aA om tote 
g.29q WaTaseaes Bays Barked Baa 
aula , Temas TATA ATA aT aT 
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ae ofaasaied ca faa zfa aa, 
aay easratataaeara | A IFAA: 
TUIAT Aaa PLATA Yaa Sea: 
aarites Was Healady | facanardeeay 
aay fafacatfecsatary| eet 
a veg Ole Tedd Varhes Hae aq Slaaeataad 4, 
freararatatad ¢ aa | aateoaacsarta 


cfaata aaa tracdtfaaa meen 
qase aR fagraqa ze vata ; aa: Gea HaATA 
faa | (FJ Blas re « 


g.202 AL YATAOSh aargad Farlecqasarea 
(HCAS UH Aaa as aecaHaywHy | AaTTat 
ATAMTAT STAs aay Harlerd 4g 
at fad, Fea aOrafaat ge ACH Aaa TAT 


(Ja Pv ape + se 


q. 303 add aera selon fafaraster FSM..z- 

g.30'5 QUADS ParTa aah TATE Aaa 
fé Far: | shared 

g.208 THT FT PHAM Sateeal FaVAraUTeAT | 
aly germragrantcna: fHad Fat 
AMeTAHUOT Had T AAA 
aéa fiad eafmnad: area: Haz 
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qa SALA SaaT ASAT TTI 
qaisded A AeWeq Tara Vateua fe all 
geod BF VAR Ua: MayaaElate 
AM AF Ged TANTS CAA bere 
g.20¢ MUHA Wald TAT Wald TAT GATT, eos 
g.20¢ AAIMAAMEA WAST BieTACT AT 
anti Sta: @ Taha: @ UaecaTT eT Ihe 
g.208 AA VF Baearaata:| Sp Stuaty 
g2go HAMA ay ; fHectareatsatanta 
SATS: - Tarareaenathyor: ASNT: 
— ornament 


Wea: aac Neal AATAT sal Ata ae 
geo Uifagaageara afattcatrediad | 


9.222 SACHA ATCT ATTA reer 
Pra ACAAMTMATA) we hay 
eqrfafaararadd wataeadl wc 

g.22e AAAs Ie ATA ae 

B.225 ATTA A BA ¥.8) 


B23 aavat Z aaa ya aad, | ra aw.za) 


264 


gzee SOT STS Gael GAT AMAIA: 
TAAAAASTS Ad ACTALFAAT | eae ev 

g.220 Seed au ate aradat a faccad | 
Ol Sleds ess A Aled: BT AF fatHar | 


ee ee 


g.23¢ HF TA GAA | 37 Btw 
aha fagryd gé wad (Aa 3 #8 00) 
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listeritgato agelatertaazury! | 


S124 = 


Y.a.(9.4T)- 
q. . 
TT. - 
TAT UT, - 


CMCC TOICCILICHCE 
Vaasa, 

Bolas. 

SR IGCOMIEL (CS 
olraraaraye 
STAT aAR 
qadatarayra 

adds Baecasl 
dala Stas 

AATF ANVAH YOIHA 
tad ARAVA: 
qfaearattataray 
Ceaeeat 

PERI ICET 

guneegé (Gaat ATT) 
TEU AH TIS 

TAG ATIO 
TATA S AAA 


266 


aT. - WTaARTAT 
ATT, - Wa RATATAT 


Aq. - AqeATA: 

ATT. - AUSFaHAT 
q. - HUSHAIS 
rag. — FASOLY TOTAL, 

att UT. - STATSAA 

qo. - SAVHTUATHT 

ad - sdqsaqarorayg 
GT. ABT. - OTSA 


a. SCICIMICL 
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